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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Mr. Justice VaveHan Wii.1aMs, who on Tuesday last went 
on circuit, left eighteen of the Chancery actions which have been 
transferred to him for trial undisposed of. His lordship expects 
to resume the hearing of these cases on or about the 26th of 
July. 





Court or Appeau No. 2 will continue next week the hearing 
of Queen’s Bench final appeals, after which it will be matter 
for consideration whether they will resume the hearing of 
Chancery appeals, of which there are about thirty in the list, 
or continue the Queen’s Bench final appeals, of which there are 
upwards of fifty remaining; there being at the same time 
twenty-six new trial cases, the hearing of which will be con- 
tinued before Court of Appeal No. 1. 





A TRANSFER, dated the 22nd inst., of 120 actions to Mr. Justice 
Romer, for the purposes only of trial or hearing, will be found 
in another column. Of these actions 40 are taken from the list 
of Mr. Justice Currry, 20 from that of Mr. Justice Norru, 30 
from that of Mr. Justice Srrriine, and 30 from that of Mr. Jus- 
tice Kexewicu. A list is also added of the same cases in the 
order in which they are set down to be heard, and it is important 
that the parties to these transferred actions should be prepared 
for their eres in the daily paper on the 29th inst. 





REFERRING TO the case of Re Palmer, Palmer v. Hardwick 
(ante, p 522), we are informed that the members of Court of 
Appeal No. 2 have sent a communication to the Chancery 
registrars with reference to the drawing up of orders made by 
the official referees in actions proceeding in the Chancery 
Division. In consequence of the opinion expressed in this 
communication, the Chancery registrars will draw up such 
orders as the official referees may desire to have drawn up, and 
will treat them as being made under the powers conferred by 
R. 8. C., ord. 36, r. 50. 





THERE MAY BE sorrow among the chancery leaders at the 
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conversion, which is stated to be intended, of the old hall 
at Lincoln’s-inn into a permanent abode for Appeal Court 
No. 2; and the public Teontnaiing New-square may be in- 
commoded by figures in silk hurrying from the Royal 


| Courts to the non-royal court, but most of the persons who 


have to use the old hall will rejoice in the change. It is 
odd, to say the least, that a room which was not built for 
a court, and was constructed long before the modern notions 


, of ventilation and lighting were conceived, should be more 
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convenient and comfortable than any court in the Royal 
Courts: The benchers of Lincoln’s-inn will now regret that the 
Vice-Chancellor’s sheds were pulled down: it seems likely that 
if the Chancery Appeal Court is permanently moved to the old 
hall, they will sooner or later have to be rebuilt. In the mean- 
time, could not one or two learned judges of the Chancery 
Division be accommodated in the vestries which Lord Gri- 
THORPE added to the chapel ? 





THE OTHER DAY a learned Lord Justice was heard to object to 
counsel reading a judgment, as reported by a contemporary, 


: against the report of the “authorized” Law Reports. The 


counsel evaded the objection by answering that he was not 
reading the judgment as reported against, but merely as 
lementary to, the Law Reports, seeing that it was more 
y reported. The incident raises the important question 
whether judges can refuse to listen to a report if it differs from 
the report given by the Law Reports. So far as we are aware, 
law reporting is still conducted by private enterprize, and is not 
subject to State control, and we have always understood that 
any report which purported to be a full report of the case was 
admissible in our law courts, and we are not aware that the 
Law Reports hold a monopoly or are necessarily the authorized 
version of what was said in the course of a case, or in the 
judgment. It may, indeed, be thought that it is perhaps the 
competition of other existing reports which prevents the Law 
Reports from falling below a certain standard of efficiency. 





From THE List we publish elsewhere of the attendances of 
members of the Council of the Incorporated Law Society, it 
will be seen that the treasurer, Mr. Penntneron, has this year 
exceeded even his invariably high average. In 1889 he had an 
amaragnte of 178 attendances, and in 1890 an aggregate of 166 

; but this year he heads the list with thirty-seven 
attendances at meetings of the council, and no fewer than 152 
attendances at committees—an aggregate of 189 attendances. 
The eet is not far behind, with an aggregate of 181 
attendances. We observe, with pleasure, that while last year 
there were only three members of the council, including the 
president, with an aggregate of three figures of attendances, 
there are this year no fewer than seven, Mr. Laxe reaching 
147 gate attendances, Mr. Watrers 131, Mr. Hunter 
114, . Roscur 108, and Mr. Goppen 104. It is not difficult 
to see from a glance at the list of attendances on whose 
shoulders the burden of the business of the society falls. But 
Pua rw which causes us the greatest surprise is that there 

have been during the last year so many as 152 meetings 
of committees. What on earth can they have been about? 
So far as outer knowledge goes, there has been no great 
evidence of strenuous activity in matters affecting the profession 
at large. No doubt, however, we ought to remember that the 
entertainment in honour of Lord Hatssury entailed much 
anxious deliberation and preparation. 





We nrererreD (ante, p. 476) to the doubts which have grown 
with regard to the operation of the statutory maintenance 
use, and to the inclination of many leading conveyancers to 
the opinion that, owing to the grounds of the decision of Mr. 
Justice Norru in Re Jeffery, Burt v. Arnold (39 W. R. 234; 
1891, 1 Ch. 671), maintenance and accumulation clauses 
should be inserted in all cases; and we referred to Furneaur v. 
Rucker (as reported in W. N., 1879, p. 135) as apparently 
shewing that this opinion was correct. We are enabled to 


print this week an article on the subject, which shews, from an | 


examination of the orders and pleadings, that the report of 
Furneauz v. Rucker, on which Mr. Justice Norrn relied in Re 
Jeffery, omits a most material fact—viz., that the bequest there 
referred to was a contingent specific bequest of leascholds, which 
does not the intermediate profits (Guthrie v. Walrond, 22 
Ch. D. 573, 578). In concluding his judgment in Re Jeffrey Mr. 
Justice Norn said that he should be very glad to decide the 
other way if he could. 


shewing that Furneaux v. Rucker is inapplicable, supplies’ 





Our esteemed contributor, besides | 


reasons which possibly may enable the learned judge on a 
future occasion to effectuate his desire. 





We nore that the Registration of Firms Bill, against the 
policy of which we directed some general remarks (ante, p. 272), 
has been dropped. The Bill proposed to enforce the compulsory 
registration of (a) “every firm carrying on business .. . 
under a firm-name which does not consist of the full or the 
usual names of all the partners or all the acting partners 
without any addition” and (+) ‘“‘every person carrying on 
business under any firm-name consisting of or con- 
taining any name or addition other than the full or the usual 
name of that person.” So very few businesses comply with 
these conditions that the measure may be regarded as involving 
the compulsory registration of nearly all partnership firms, and 
a large number of businesses which are carried on by onv 
person alone. For example, all businesses using the addition 
‘*& Co.” would have to be registered. Moreover, the business 
name is generally an important part of the business connection 
or goodwill, and solicitors and others would have been placed in 
the dilemma of having to elect between the sacrifice of their 
business name and the adoption of the vexatious regulations of 
this measure. On the whole, it is matter for congratulation 
that the measure has for the present been abandoned. 





EVERYONE WILL be glad to know that Lord Herscuett has 
offered to attempt a consolidation of the Bills of Sale Acts—or, 
rather, to attempt to put their provisions into a more intelligible 
and satisfactory form. The only thing he asks is that he shall 
have the assistance of the Lord Chancellor. The task is no light 
one, and it will require exceptional care, as well as the ability 
which will thus be bestowed upon it, to perform it with success. 
The litigation to which the present Acts have led is enormous, 
and they have repeatedly been the subject of adverse criticism 
from the bench. To take a case almost at random, we may refer 
to the utterances of the House of Lords in Thomas v. Kelly (37 
W. R. 353, 13 App. Cas. 506), where the point in dispute was 
the much-discussed requirement of section 9 of the Act of 1882, 
that a bill of sale is void unless made in accordance with the 
form in the schedule. Lord Hatssury, C., could not say that 
any construction of ‘“‘this obscure statute’? was completely 
satisfactory ; and Lord Macnacuren remarked that to say that 
it was well drawn, or that its meaning was reasonably clear, 
would be to affirm a proposition to which he thought few law- 
yers would subscribe. For his own part, the more he studied 
the Act the more convinced he was that it was beset with diffi- 
culties which could only be removed by legislation. But the 
account given of it by Lord Firzceratp does not augur well for 
future efforts. ‘The Bill which eventuated in the Act of 1882 
received the most critical consideration from the most capable 
men of the day, both in 1881 in the House of Commons, and in 
1882 in Select Committees of both Houses of Parliament, 
aided by the answers to a circular sent to judges and registrars 
as to the operation of and defects, if any, in the Bill of 1878. 
It was apparently intended to put an end to the almost intermin- 
able legal controversies which had arisen on the previous Acts. 
My lords, the Act of 1882 has not had, in the latter respect, 
the effect which the Legislature intended.” Certainly it has not ; 
but past failure, though it enjoins caution, is no reason for not 
making fresh efforts, and we heartily wish Lord HerscneL, 
success. 





Ir sEEMS PROBABLE that the London County Council somewhat 
overstepped their jurisdiction in interfering with the perform- 
ance of the Maske of Flowers at the Inner Temple Hall. The 
question seems to be whether the hall was a theatre so as to be 
within the jurisdiction of the Lord Chamberlain under section 3 
of 6 & 7 Vict. c. 68, the statute which regulates the public per- 
formance of stage plays. By section 2 houses for this purpose 
are to be kept only under the authority of letters patents from 
the Crown, or by licence from the Lord Chamberlain or the jus- 
tices. The powers of the justices were transferred to the county 
councils by section 7 of the Local Government Act, 1888. The 
patent theatres are not now numerous. Covent Garden is one, 
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and they exist at Liverpool, Bristol, and Bath. But the Lord 
Chamberlain’s jurisdiction is considerable, and by section 3 of 
6 & 7 Vict. c. 68 it extends to the greater part of the metropolis. 
In particular it includes the area of the parliamentary borough 
of the City of London as it existed in 1843, and by 2 & 3 Will. 
4, c. 64, Schedule O, Division 22, this was expressly defined as 


including the Inner Temple and the Middle Temple. Section 5 
provides for the issue of licences by the justices in places beyond 
the limits of the authority of the Lord Chamberlain. This 
would seem to imply that within the metropolis, as defined 
in the Act, they have no jurisdiction whatever, and there 
could hardly be any question on the matter but for the differ- 
ence in the language of sections 2 and 3. Section 2 forbids 
the keeping of ‘‘ any house or any place of public resort for the 
public performance of -stage plays” except under proper 
authority. Section 3 in conferring jurisdiction on the Lord 
Chamberlain says, as above pointed out, that it shall extend to 
all theatres in the metropolis. But this word it would seem must 
include all the places which are struck at by section 2, and this 
view is confirmed by the fact that the statute does not expressly 
recognize occasional licences, and seems to regard all places 
licensed for public performances as theatres, whether under the 
control of the Lord Chamberlain or the justices. Thus the 
Inner Temple Hall, so far as it was required for the purposes of 
the play, was a theatre, and consequently within the jurisdiction 
of the Lord Chamberlain, whose licence it seems had been duly 
obtained. As the Lord Chancellor and the other persons 
interested submitted to the threats of the London County 
Council, their action cannot now be contested, but it will hardly 
be so readily acquiesced in on a future occasion. The case of 
Shelley v. Bethell (32 W.R. 276, 12 Q. B. D. 11) decided of course 
that a theatre licence was required on the occasion of a public 
performance such as the present for charitable purposes. 





THE RECENT DECISION of the Court of Appeal in Re Taylor, 
Stileman, §& Underwood (39 W. R. 417), to which we have already 
shortly referred (ante, p. 235), illustrates two points of importance 
with regard to the lien of a solicitor upon his client’s papers. 
The first relates to the extent of the lien, the second to the 
waiver of the lien by taking a security. As to the former, it is 
well settled that the lien does not extend to general debts due 
from the client. In Worrall v. Johnson (2 Jac. & W., at p. 218), 
Piumer, M.R., after referring to the distinction between charg- 
ing and retaining liens, said with regard to the latter: ‘ This 
lien, however, does not extend to general debts, but only to 
what is due to him in the character of attorney.” This was 
repeated and emphasized by the Court of — in Re Galland 
(34 W. R. 158, 31 Ch. D. 296), where the solicitor to the pro- 
moters of a company was not allowed a lien against the company 
in respect of costs incurred before incorporation, on the ground 
that the relation of solicitor and client did not then exist. In 
the recent case advances had been made by the solicitor to the 
client, who was a married woman, and these were due to the 
desire of the solicitor to carry out effectually certain business 
in which he was engaged for her. Without them, indeed, 
the object for which the court had allowed a sum of £500 
to be raised out of property belonging to her which was 
subject to a restraint upon anticipation would have failed. 
But although the relation of solicitor and client undoubtedly 
existed, and although the advances were made by the solicitor 
as solicitor in the sense that, but for his employment, he would 
not have made them, yet they were after all merely loans, and 
not sums with which he could charge his client in a bill of costs. 
In this way the expression used by Piumer, M.R., was further 
defined. Sums due to a solicitor in his character of solicitor, 
for which he has a lien, are such as may properly be included 
in his bill of costs, or, to make the test still more certain, 
such claims and charges made by the solicitor as are liable 
to come before a taxing master, and by him to be disallowed 
or moderated. 


— 





As To THE Errecr of taking a security for costs, the decision 
shews that this only destroys the lien when an intention that it 
shall do so can be inferred from the position of the parties and 
the circumstances of the particular case. It is true that in 
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Balch v. Symes (Tur. & Russ., at p. 92) Lord Expon said gene- 
rally, ‘‘an attorney who takes a security abandons his lien,” 
but he was on that occasion merely re-affirming his decision in 
Cowell vy. Simpson (16 Ves. 275), and from this latter case the 
law may more properly be taken. There the client had given 
two notes payable with interest three years after date, and it 
was held that these destroyed tae lien, on the ground that they 
were inconsistent with its continuance. The effect, indeed, 
would be that the solicitor would be.enabled to keep the client’s 
papers for three years until the notes had been duly met and his 
costs discharged. This view of Lord Expon’s judgment was 
taken by Kay, J., in Angus v. McLachlan (31 W. R. 641, 23 Ch. . 
D. 330), where he subjected it to a very careful review, and 
came to the conclusion that it was not the mere taking of a 
security which destroyed the lien, but that there must be some- 
thing in the facts of the case or in the nature of the security 
taken which is inconsistent with the existence of the lien, and 
which is destructive of it. But while it is clear that a security 
not payable until a future day is inconsistent with the continu- 
ance of the security, so as to shew an intention on the part of 
the solicitor to abandon his lien and to rely upon his security, it 
is not equally clear why such inconsistency should be found in 
the mere fact that the security gives interest which could not be 
recovered on the costs. Upon this ground, however, Leacu, M.R., 
held that there had been a waiver of the lien in Robarts v. Jefferys 
(8 L. J. Ch. O. 8. 137), and this decision has now been ap- 
proved by the Court of Appeal. In Re Taylor, Stileman, & 
Underwood, it is true, there were other circumstances, besides 
the payment of interest, to which great weight was given, and 
in particular the fact that, although the solicitor was getting 
something additional by the security, nothing was said by him 
to the client as to his intention to preserve the lien. Indeed, 
Lixvtey, L.J., seems to have considered that there was in every 
case a presumption of abandonment of lien unless the solicitor 
expressly intimated that it was to continue. Hence, in spite of 
the assent given to Robarts v. Jefferys, it may be doubted 
whether the court meant to decide that the mere securing of 
interest was sufficient to destroy the lien, and perhaps the case 
would have received different treatment had the other circum- 
stances been more favourable to the solicitor. However, the 
practical outcome appears to be that if a solicitor, while taking 
a security for costs, wishes to preserve his lien, he must 
expressly intimate his intention to his client, and the security 
must not be inconsistent with the lien, as, for instance, by post- 
poning payment to a future day. Also, until Robarts v. Jefferys 
has been reconsidered, he must not take any additional advan- 
tage under the security. Lorgs, L.J., said it was extraordinary 
that this decision was not referred to in any text-book. It will 
be found, however, duly noted in Stokes’ Liens of Attornies, 
at p. 74. : 





In tHE case of Lord Shrewsbury v. Garfield, which came before 
the Queen’s Bench Division on the 16th inst., the court (Denman 
and Wits, JJ.) held that, without leave, an appeal does not lie 
from the refusal by a county court judge of an application for 
the new trial of an action to recover possession of land, the 
title to which is in question, and of which the yearly rent or 
value does not exceed £20. That is to say, it has now been 
decided that the provision contained in section 120 of the 
County Courts Act, 1888, requiring leave to appeal to be given 
by the county court judge “in any action for the recovery of 
tenements when the vende rent or value of the premises does 
not exceed £20,” is not confined to ordinary cases ene land- 
lord and tenant, but applies also to actions in which the title to 
hereditaments is in question, and of which recovery of posses- 
sion is claimed. Without wishing to question in any way the 
correctness of this decision, we would venture to submit that, 
as previously pointed out in these columns (vol. 34, pp. 449, 
471, 482, 614), it would appear to be still very doubtfal 
whether, even with leave, an ap will, in any case, lie from 
the decision of a county court judge upon an application to him 
for a new trial; (1) because an order made on such an applica- 
tion is in its nature interlocutory, and not final ; and (2) because 
the county court ju would appear still. to possess an 
unfe'tered discretion with regard to applications to him for 
new trials. In the case under consideration, however, no other 
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int appears to have been raised except the one actually 
Fecided, which, as it resulted in the appeal being dismissed, 
rendered further argument unnecessary. It is to be hoped, 
however, that the Court of Appeal will shortly have to deter- 
mine whether an appeal does now lic from interlocutory orders 
of county court judges—a question which the Queen’s Bench 
Division have already answered in the affirmative (Dinger v. 
Mathews, 88 1. T. 139; and see Voysey v. Armitage, 25 L. J. 
Notes of Cases, 168), while -the contrary view has been main- 
tained in the Probate Division (Zhe Cashmere, 38 W. R. 623, 15 
P. D. 121). 


Tue Court of Appeal have, as we expected they would, 
affirmed the decision of the Queen’s Bench Division in the case 
of Reg. v. Judge of Halifax County Court (ante, p. 544), and have 
held that a county court has no jurisdiction to entertain an 
action in which the validity of a patent is in question. This 
decision seems to be warranted by the language of section 56 of 
the County Courts Act, 1888, which, in defining the ordinary 
jurisdiction of the county courts, expressly excludes therefrom 
any action in which a “franchise” (i.e., any liberty or privilege, 
whether granted by a patent or otherwise) shall be in question. 
But, even assuming a patent not to be a “‘ franchise,” and there- 
fore to be within the ordinary jurisdiction of the county courts, it 
seems clear that the Patents Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. e. 57), by 
which careful provision is made as to the method in which trials 
of actions involving the validity or infringement of a patent 
should be conducted, operates to confer exclusive jurisdiction in 
all such cases upon the High Court. Indeed, section 117 of the 
last-mentioned Act actually defines ‘“‘court” to be the High 
Court of Justice. It seems, therefore, to be clear, as decided 
by the Court of Appeal in the case under consideration, that the 
County Courts Act, 1888, was never intended to give to county 
courts a perfectly open jurisdiction in patent cases when the 
jurisdiction of the High Court in such cases is expressly defined 

y the Patents Act, 1883. 


THE STATUTORY MAINTENANCE CLAUSE. 


Tue recent decision of Mr. Justice Norrn in Re Jeffery, Burt v. 
Arnold (39 W. R. 234; 1891, 1 Ch. 671), and the cases cited 


therein of Shepherd vy. Ingram, Mills y. Norris, Scott y. Earl of 


Scarborough, and Furneaur v. Rucker on the one hand, and of 
Brandon vy. Aston on the other, seem to raise questions as to the 
powers of trustees, who hold property in trust for infants con- 
tingently on their attaining twenty-one, to allow maintenance 
out of the income, first, while all are under age; and, secondly, 
when one of them has attained a vested interest. 

In Furneaur vy. Rucker, according to the report in W. N., 1879, 
135, there was a ‘‘ bequest in trust for the daughter of the tes- 
tatrix for life, and after her decease for all her children living 
at the death of the testatrix who, being sons, should attain 
twenty-one, or who, being daughters, should attain that age or 

, in equal shares.” The daughter, who survived the 
testatrix, died leaving three children, two sons and a daughter, 
born in the testatrix’s lifetime, and Jessen, M.R., considered 
that the income of the property, up to the time when the eldest 
child attained twenty-one, should fall into residue ; and should 
then go all to him, until another grew up. 

This decision seemed directly at variance, on the first point, 
with those in Kidman v. Kidman (40 L.. J. N. 8. Ch. 359) and Re 
Medlock (55 Ws. J. Ch. 735), in each of which it was held that 
the intermediate income of a contingent legacy which, under 
the will itself, had (as the bequest in Murneaux vy. Rucker had) 
to be set apart, went to the legatee or legatees with the capital 
if and when the capital vested (see also Ie Dickson, 29 Ch. D. 
431, at pp. 336-7). On examining the orders made in Furncauz v, 
Rucker , 1873, ¥. No. 106 (see Reg. Lib., 1878, A. 1038; 1879, 
A. 1862), and the pleadings, it appears, however, that the 
“bequest” was a specific bequest of leaseholds, to which the 
rule, as extracted from Holmes v. Prescott (12 W. R. 636) and 
Guthrie v. Walrond (22 Ch. D. 573), and laid down in Theobald 
on Wills (4rd ed., p. 129), was accordingly applicable—viz., 
“a contingent specific bequest of chattels real or personalty will 


not carry the intermediate profits, except, perhaps, in the case of 





a person who would be entitled to interest on a general legacy 
from the testator’s death.” 

This fact, not noticed in the report in the Weekly Notes, makes 
the decision in Furneaux v. Rucker quite intelligible, and shews 
it to give no hint that the intermediate income of a contingent 
pecuniary bequest, where the bequest is liable to be set apart, 
could go elsewhere than the capital would; and it may be 
noted that under the trusts of a marriage settlement drawn in 
the usual form (see Wolstenholme’s Conveyancing, 5th ed., p. 
74; Key and Elphinstone’s Precedents, 3rd ed., vol. 2, p. 460), 
the income is by express words carried along with the capital. 
The claims of outsiders being thus cleared away, it remains to 
consider the questions as to maintenance out of income in rela- 
tion to the persons entitled, or contingently entitled, to the 
capital, as between themselves. 

First, it is clear that, without either an express maintenance 
clause in the instrument creating the trust, or some statutory 
enactment, trustees have no power to apply income of a contin- 
gent fund in maintenance of the person or persons entitled (see 
Re Breeds Will, 1 Ch. D. 226). But the court, where contin- 
gencies were equal and the adult children, if any, consented, had 
this power (see the same case). Now, if the first child attaining 
twenty-one took all the income, then and there, until another 
grew up, and he was willing that some should be applied for 
that other or the others, the aid of the court was not wanted: 
the very fact that the court: was called in, where there was an 
adult child, to make orders for the application of the income 
of the presumptive shares of the infant child or children 
negatives the notion that the adult child was entitled to 
the whole. Nor is Brandon v. Aston the only authority for not 
allowing the adult the whole income. In Lochford v. Hackman 
(9 Hare, 475, 485), where there were two children, one adult 
and one under age, and the capital share of the adult child could 
not be paid out because more children might be born, Turner, 
L.J. (then Vice-Chancellor), let the adult take half the income 
and ordered the other half to be accumulated. There was a main-. 
tenance clause, it is true, in the will (see p. 476) but nothing. 
seems to have been said as to that. Again, in Aidman v.. 
Kidman (ubi supra) Matis, V.C., after deciding that a contingent 
pecuniary bequest carried income, says (p. 361): ‘‘ I hold that in 
this case all the income from the death of the tenant for life till 
the children attained the age of twenty-one years must be: 
accumulated and go with the capital, each child, on attaining 
twenty-one, taking his or her share of the fund as it then exists.” 

Secondly, though trustees, without an express clause or an 
Act of Parliament, had no such power, or though even the 
court itself in the last mentioned decisions was wrong, why is 
not section 43 of the Conveyancing Act to give trustees such a 
power? ‘The common form power of maintenance was framed 
for that end (see Davidson’s Conveyancing, 2nd ed., ‘ Settle- 
ments,” vol. 3, pp. 130-1, 192-3); such a power clearly fell 
within the class which the Conveyancing Act of 1881 was meant 
to supply (see the title to the Act); and section 43 expressly 
supplies it; and to hold that trustees have not now, by statute, 
this power, involves saying either that the old clause missed its 
mark, or that section 43 is so weakly worded as to fall short of 
it; which, on comparing the wording, does not seem to be so. 

It is submitted that the decisions in Re George (5 Ch. D, 837) 
and Re Dickson (29 Ch. D. 331) (the latter mentioned in the 
judgment in Le Jeffery) do not lay down the hard and fast rule 
stated in their head-notes in the reports; but that in each case, the 
real question being the construction of the words of a statute, it 
was held that those words could not be taken to make a statu- 
tory gift of income where a testator himself gave nothing but 
capital, It is a very different thing to say that where a testator 
himself gives a fund, income as well as capital, a statute passed 
to simplify conveyancing and to vest common form powers in 
trustees is not to apply to split up the income so given among 
those who need it, when they need it, on a scheme which every 
well advised settlor adopted as a matter of course before the 
passing of the Acts. 

The facts were somewhat exceptional in te Jeffery: first, the 
infants had only lifc interests, but section 43 provides for that 
(see Davidson’s Conveyancing, wbi suprd, p. 192); secondly, the 
class, in a sense, was capable of increase. But it can hardly be 
argued that section 43 :'oes not apply in such a caso on the 
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ground that the presumptive share of each child tm esse is subject 
to a twofold contingency—viz., the child living till twenty-one, 
and no other child being born. If a child, in such a case, 
attains a vested interest, then, though he cannot go off with his 
then share (because it may be decreased), he takes at once, 
according to the authorities, though not, as we submit, the whole 
income, at least that of his then presumptive share (see Rochford 
v. Hackman and Brandon vy. Aston); the same principle must 
apply- where the share is not only presumptive, but contingent ; 
the mere fact that such share may be diminished gives the 
unborn brother or sister no more rights against the live infant 
than against the live adult. If the second contingency—viz., of 
increase of the class—prevents a child under twenty-one receiving 
the income of his contingent and presumptive shares as main- 
tenance, it must also prevent an adult child receiving the income 
of his presumptive share pending that contingency: but the 
cases shew it does not. 

At any rate, the omission of a fact material to the decision in 
Furneaux v. Rucker from the report cited by Norru, J., of that 
case, detracts from its value as an authority for the decision in 
Re Jeffery. 


THE STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS AS AFFECTING 
MORTGAGEES, 
I, 

We have already referred (ante, p. 185) to the article on this 
subject from the pen of Mr. Mitimeer, of the Canadian bar, 
which appeared in the Law Quarterly Review for January, and at 
the same time we printed a letter from an esteemed correspond- 
ent (ante, p. 189) in which the doctrine advanced by Mr. 
MILLInGE was ably criticized, but the matter is one which will 
perhaps repay a fuller consideration. The question at issue is 
whether a mortgagor who has parted with possession of the 
mortgaged premises can, by making a payment to the mortgagee 
on account of principal or interest, check the operation of the 
statute, this having commenced to run in favour of the person 
in possession. If the payment has such an effect, then the case 
is an exception to the usual operation of the statute, and no 
length of time will avail to confirm the title of a possessor so 
long as these payments, of which he probably knows nothing, 
are going on. This result, however, was clearly contemplated 
in Chinnery v. Evans (11 H. L. Cas. 115), which was a direct 
decision of the House of Lords in favour of mortgagees, 
and no doubt was felt on the subject until the decision of the 
Court of Appeal in Newbould v, Smith (34 W. R. 690, 33 Ch. D. 
127), which seemed to imply that a payment would not keep 
alive the mortgagee’s remedy against the land unless it was made 
by the person then entitled to the equity of redemption. On 
the other hand, the Judicial Committee, in Lewin v. Wilson (11 
App. Cas. 639), affirmed the efficacy of payment whenever it is 
made by a person who, by the terms of the mortgage contract, 
is entitled to make it. It would thus seem that Chinnery v. 
Evans for the United Kingdom, and Lewin v. Wilson for the 
colonies, are conclusive that the payment may be made, not only 
by the person in possession of the mortgaged premises, but by 
any person liable under the mortgage contract; but Mr. 
Mitiper, while he accepts this result for the colonies, attributes 
a different meaning to Chinnery v. Evans, and thinks that New- 
bould vy. Smith ought to be taken as a correct exposition of the 
law in this country. It is a curious circumstance that this latter 
case entirely ignored Chinnery v. Evans and all the other cases 
which have been decided on the subject. 

Obviously the chief thing is to ascertain what was the real 
decision in Chinnery v. Hvans, and for this purpose it is necessary 
to state shortly the facts. A mortgage had been made in 1776 
of three estates in Ireland in the counties of Cork, Limerick, 
and Kerry respectively. In 1784 a receiver of the rents of the 
mortgaged property was appointed by the court on the petition 
of the mortgagee. The estate in Kerry was sold by the mort- 
gagor before, and that in Cork after, the appointment of the 
receiver, but in neither case was the purchaser aware of the 
existence of the mortgage. The receiver entered into receipt of 
the rents of the Limerick estate only, and applied them to keep 
down the interest on the mortgage to a date within twenty years 
of the proceedings. These commenced in 1853, when the mort- 


gagee petitioned for a sale of the lands in Cork and Kerry. On 
his behalf it was contended that payment by the receiver out of 
the rents of the Limerick estate was sufficient to keep up the 
mortgage as against the other estates in spite of the possession 
of these by the purchasers without payment or acknowledgment 
for upwards of seventy years. 

The matter is somewhat embarrassed by the fact that the 
leading judgment delivered in the House of Lords, that of Lord 
Wesrsury, ©., leaves it doubtful whether the operation of the 
statute as against the mortgagee was to be taken to be checked 
by the statute 1 Vict. c. 28 or section 40 of 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 27, 
the Statute of Limitations of 1833, and as this has been the 
cause of much confusion, his reasoning requires to be carefully 
noticed. Under section 2 of the latter statute, which imposed a 
bar upon proceedings of all kinds for the recovery of land, it 
was originally thought that time ran against a mortgagee’s 
right of entry from the date of the mortgage (Doe v. Lightfoot, 
8 M. & W. 553), or at latest from the date of default (per 
Parreson, J., in Doe v. Williams, 5 A. & E. 291), and this 
without regard to any subsequent payment of principal or 
interest. Consequently, the statute 1 Vict. c. 28 was passed in 
order to provide that time should run against the mortgagee 
only from ‘the last payment of any part of the principal 
money or interest secured by the mort .’ Here there is 
nothing said as to the person by whom the payment is to be 
made. Moreover, the Act, like section 2 of that of 1833, 
applies to all proceedings brought by a mortgagee to recover 
the land, such as an action for foreclosure (Wrizon v. Vyse, 
3 Dr. & War. 104), and consequently, too, it would seem, to 
proceedings taken for effecting a sale of the land. 

On the other hand, section 40 of the Act of 1833, now re- 
placed, with merely a reduction in the period of limitation, by 
section 8 of the Real Property Limitation Act, 1874, provides 
that the bar shall not apply to proceedings taken to recover the 
money charged on the Tet as distinguished from p i 
taken to recover the land itself, when, within the prescribed 
period, “some part of the _— money, or some interest 
thereon, shall have been paid, or some acknowledgment of the 
right thereto shall have been given in writing signed by the 
person by whom the same shall be payable, or his agent, to the person 
entitled thereto, or his agent.” The doubt occasioned by Lord 
Wesrsvury’s judgment refers specially to the words in italics. 

To determine the case two questions had to be answered. 
First, whether a payment made by a person not in possession of 
the mortgaged estates could save the rights of the mortgagee ; 
and, secondly, whether the receiver was entitled to make such 
payment. To answer the first Lord Wesrsvry seems to have 
relied both upon 1 Vict. c. 28 and section 40 of the Act of 1833, 
and he remarked that the same ratio decidendi applied to each. 
Moreover, in dealing with section 40 he said that the words of 
the section on which the question turned were “unless in the 
meantime some part of the principal money or some interest 
thereon shall have been paid,” thus apparently indicating that 
they were not qualified by the later words of the section specify- 
ing the oun Tar whom payment is to be made. Consequen y 
here, as in 1 Vict. c. 28, there is no direction on the matter, an 
it is left for judicial interpretation. Lord Wesrsvry had no 
doubt that, while a payment made by a mere stranger would 
not save the statute, yet a payment made by any person liable 
to pay would. Such a person, of course, is the mortgagor, and 
Lord Wesrsvry gave direct attention to the case of an aliena- 
tion of the equity of redemption by the mortgagor, and the 
hardship that would be inflicted on the alienee if payments made 
by the mortgagor were to be allowed to keep up an incumbrance 
of which he knew nething. But, on the other side, there was 
the inconvenience and injustice to the mortgagee “if, while con- 
tinuing to receive from the person liable to pay the interest due 
upon his mortgage, he was to be deprived by the act of the 
parties entitled to the equity of redemption only of the estates 
comprised in his mo: .”” Moreover, in ‘y cases the 
fact of a purchaser taking the equity of redemption without 
being aware of the mo — neglect on his part. Con- 
sequently Lord Wesrsury held that as a mere matter of justice 
the interests of the mortgagee ought to prevail, “I think, 
therefore,” he said, “that it is impossible to deprive the mort- 
gagee of the right to resort to any estate which he has not re- 
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leased or given up, being an estate originally comprised in his 
mortgage, so long as that mortgage is legally and regularly kept 
alive by the payment of interest on that mortgage by the person 
who is liable to pay it.” 

So far, then, Lord Wesrsury seems to have treated the 
matter as though the words of section 40 stopped at ‘ paid,” 
and as if this term was to be understood as intending a payment 
by any person “liable to pay.” But when he turns to the 
second question, whether payment by the receiver is sufficient, 
it becomes evident that he regards the term as qualified by the 
words “‘ by the person by whom the same shall be payable, or 
his agent,” for, after expressly saying that, in his opinion, it is 
so qualified, he proceeds to determine the case on the ground 
that the receiver was, within the meaning of these words, the 
agent of the mortgagor, the person liable to pay. 

The use Mr. Mitiince makes of this circumstance is a little 
curious. Taking the above construction of section 40 with Lord 
Westsvry’s dictum as to the same ratio decidendi being applic- 
able to this and to 1 Vict. c. 28, he understands it to involve a 
necessary implication that the latter statute is to be treated as 
iow the words ‘‘ by the person by whom the same shall be 
payable, or his agent” were to be found there also. Conse- 
quently payment under 1 Vict. c. 28 must be by the person 
“liable to pay ”—that is, says Mr. Mitiipex, by the owner of 
the equity of redemption alone. How this follows is not clear. 
The person primarily liable to pay is the mortgagor. The 

rson to whom he has assigned the equity of redemption is 
doubtless entitled to pay, and, indirectly, by process against the 
land, may be compelled to pay; but if, on this latter ground, 
he can be described as liable to pay, he is certainly not the only 
person liable. 








REVIEWS. 
BOOKS RECEIVED. 

Index of Cases Judicially Noticed (1865—1890). Being a List of 
all Cases cited in Judgments reported in the Zaw Reports, Law Journal, 
Law Times, and Weekly [eporter from Michaelmas Term, 1865, to the 
end of 1890. By GrorcE Jonn Tabor and Hueu Fort, Barristers- 
at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited); Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

The Law of Tithes and Tithe Rent-Charge, including the Tithe 
Act of 1891, with the Rules thereunder. By EpwarpD FAIRFAX 
Strupp, M.A., B.C.L., Barrister-at-Law. Second Edition (Revised 
and Enlarged). Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
Re BENCE, SMITH v. BENCE—No. 2, 17th June. 
Wit1—Consrrvuction—Perpetvuiry—DIvistsiz Event. 


The question in this case was whether a gift over of real estate in a will 
was invalid on the ground that it violated the rule against perpetuities. 
Kekewich, J., held the gift void. 

Tue Covxt (Lixpiex, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. 
Fry, L.J., read the following judgment of the court:—The testator 
directed his trustees to stand possessed of one-fifth of his'real and personal 
property in trust for his daughter Maria during her life, and after her 
decease on trusts declared by reference for the benefit of a class which 
consists of the following persons :—(1) the children of Maria who should 
attain twenty-one, or, being daughters, should attain that age or be 
married ; (2) such of the children of any child of Maria who might die 
under twenty-one as should attain twenty-one, or, being a daughter, be 

- It is evident that Maria might have a son born after the 
testator’s death, and this son might die before twenty-one, leaving a child 
who might attain twenty-one, and so become an object of the testator’s 
bounty. It follows that this class includes persons who might not be 
ascertained till after a life in being and twenty-one years afterwards. 
Such a gift is plainly void under the well-established rule that a gift toa 
Class is void unless the whole class must be ascertainable within the period 
allowed by the rule against perpetuities. The testator has then directed that, 
if Maria should die without leaving any issue who should live to attain a 
vested interest in their respective shares, then the share given to Maria for 
life should be in trust for such other of his children as should be living at 
the time of such failure of issue, and the issue then living of such of them as 
might then be dead. On the 10th of October, 1890, the testator’s daughter 
Maria died without having had any issue; and the question is, whether 
the gift over can take effect. The whole property in question is, we are 
informed by the bar, real estate. The first question is this, Is the event 
on which the gift over is to operate confined to the death of Maria, or does 
it | to an indefinite failure of issue? It appears to us that the 
29th section of the Wills Act docs not apply to this gift, because it 





comes within the proviso to that section which prevents the enactment from 
extending to cases where the language refers to the event of no issue living 
to answer the description required for obtaining a vested estate by a pre- 
ceding gift to such issue. It follows that the old law must apply, ani 
under the well-known case of Forth v. Chapman (1 P. W. 663) it appears to 
be clear that the gift over is to take effect on an indefinite failure of the 
issue of Maria, an event which might happen either within or beyond the 
period of a life in being and twenty-one years afterwards. In the present 
case we have these circumstances—(1) that the particular estate which pre- 
cedes the remainder in question is limited to a class which may never be 
ascertained within the limits of perpetuity; (2) that the event on which 
the gift over is to take effect—viz., default of the vesting of the particular 
estate—may in like manner never be ascertained within those limits ; and (3) 
that the class of persons to take under the gift over may never be ascertained 
within the same limits. These circumstances are, in our opinion, enough 
to make the gifts over (whether regarded as equitable remainders or execu- 
tory devises) primd facie bad. But the argument of the appellant is that 
the terms of the gift over can be split up into as many separate gifts over 
as there are possible events, and that, whenever the actual event falls 
within the limits of perpetuity, the gift over is good; whenever it falls 
beyond the limit, itis bad. ‘There appears to us to be a great cloud of 
authorities opposed to this view, amongst which it will be enough to men- 
tion Procter v. Bishop of Bath and Wells (2 H. Bl. 358), Lord Dungannon v. 
Smith (12 Cl. & Fin. 546), Burley v. Evelyn (16 Sim. 290), Monypenny v. 
Dering (2 De G. M. & G. 145), Miles v. Harford (12 Ch. D. 691), and 
Abbiss vy. Burney (17 Ch. D. 211). The only cases which have been 
cited as countervailing these authorities are Evers v. Challis (7 H. L. 
Cas. 531) and Watson v. Young (28 Ch. D. 436). In the former of 
these cases the testator gave an estate to his daughter Ann for life, with 
remainder to her sons who should attain twenty-three, and her daughters 
who should attain twenty-one, with cross-remainders between them; and 
then the testator directed that, in case his daughter Ann should die with- 
out issue, or in case all the children which his daughter might have should 
die, if sons under twenty-three, or if daughters under twenty-one, then 
the estate should go over to persons including the lessor of the plaintiff. 
The testator gave another estate in like manner to his daughter Elizabeth 
for life, with similar remainders to her children, and directed that, in case 
all the children 6f his daughter Elizabeth should die, if sons under twenty- 
three, and if daughters under twenty-one, or if she has none, then the 
estate should go over in shares which vested an interest in the lessor of the 
plaintiff. Both Ann and Elizabeth died without ever having had any 
child, so that the event expressed by the testator in regard to Ann, of her 
dying without issue, happened ; and in like manner the event expressed in 
regard to Elizabeth, of her having no issue, also occurred. The case wa; 
principally discussed upon the terms of the gift over upon the death of 
Elizabeth, who died first ; and it seems to have been held in the Queen’s 
Bench, and Exchequer Chamber, and the House of Lords that there was 
no difference in the operation of the two gifts over; the gifts over were 
held good by the House of Lords. The view taken appears to have 
depended on this, that the limitations over on the death of Ann expressed 
and constituted two gifts; the one on her dying without issue, which was 
a remainder; the other on the death of all her children, if sons under 
twenty-three, if daughters under twenty-one, which would have operated, 
not as a remainder, but as an executory devise defeating estates in fee 
which the House of Lords held would have vested in any children whom 
Ann might leave. In like manner, in regard to Elizabeth, the testator 
expressly provided for two events—namely, (1) the death of Elizabeth 
without ever having had a child, in which case the gift over was a true 
remainder ; and (2) the death of all her children, if sons under twenty- 
three, and if daughters under twenty-one, which, if it took effect at all, 
would take effect only as an executory devise defeating the estates in fee 
vested in Elizabeth’s children on her death. This case, therefore, pre- 
sented the two circumstances of an expression by the testator of the two 
contingencies, and of the fact that one of the gifts over in each case could 
operate as a true remainder, whilst the other could operate only as an 
executory devise; the events on which the remainders were limited 
occurred, and the remainders vested, and this vesting, it was held, 
could not be interfered with by the existence of executory devises 
limited upon other contingencies. This case, therefore, in our opinion, 
proceeds on the application of the well-known principle that a limitation 
shall, if and when, and so far as possible, be construed as a remainder 
rather than as an executory devise, to dispositions so expressed as to sever 
the remainders from the executory devises. The case ix, therefore, no 
authority for the proposition that every gift over may be analyzed into as 
many events as are included within its language, and be held good or bad 
as the events happen. This is shewn, in our opinion, by the language of 
the learned lords and of the judges who advised the House, and especially 
by their adoption and affirmation of the case of Procter v. The Bishop of 
Bath and Wells. The gift over in that case was single in point of expres- 
sion, but in point of fact embraced one event whjch happened, and on 
which a perfectly good remainder could have been limited , but, inasmuch 
as it was not expressly so limited, inasmuch as the event of death without 
having any issue was not separated from a subsequent,event which might 
transgress the rule against perpetuities, it was held that in that case the 
limitation over could not operate as a remainder. If the opinion of 
Pearson, J., in Watson v. Young differs from that above expressed, we are 
unable to concur with 1t. For these reasons we dismiss the appeal, with 
costs. Bowen, LJ., added that he accepted the construction of the will 
which the court had adopted, because he thought the court could not 
depart from it without disregarding authorities by which it was bound. 
Livvuzy, L.J., agreed, for the same reasons.—Counset, S. Hall, Q.C., and 
Daw ; Upjohn; A. L. Ellis; Walters. Soracrrons, Ooode, Kingdon, § Cotton ; 
Moon, Gilhs, & Moon ; Campion. 
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WESTMORELAND GREEN AND BLUE SLATE CO. (LIM.) v. FEILDEN 
—No. 2, 12th June. 


Company—Winpinc vup—Catis on SwHares—Batance Orper—Actrion— 
Mercrer—R. S. C., XLII., 24. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J. (ante, p. 331), the 
question being whether when, in the winding up of a company, a balance 
order has been made upon a shareholder in respect of calls due upon his 
sshares, and the order cannot be served because the shareholder is out of the 
jurisdiction, an action can be maintained against the shareholder in the 
name of the company to recover the amount. The action was brought to 
recover from the defendant the amount due in respect of 200 shares taken 
‘by him in the plaintiff company, together with interest. The company 
was incorporated on the 19th of April, 1886, with a nominal capital of 
£30,000, in 6,000 shares of £5 each. On the 14th of July, 1888, an order 
was made to wind up the company compulsorily. On the 15th of March, 
1889, the chief clerk, upon the application of the official liquidator, made 
a balance order against the defendant for payment of £884 8s. 1d., being 
the amount due on the allotment of his 200 shares, and for three calls made 
by the directors before the winding up. The defendant was residing in 
Guernsey, and, because he was out of the jurisdiction, the order could not 
be served on him. On the 20th of September, 1889, the liquidator, in the 
name of the company, commenced this action, claiming from the defend- 
ant the same amount as that mentioned in the balance order, with further 
interest. Kekewich, J., held that the balance order was not a bar to the 
action. 

Tue Court affirmed the decision. Liypiey, L.J., said that by section 

16 of the Companies Act, 1862, the liability of the members of a limited 
company was made a specialty debt. Therefore the defendant, assum- 
ing him to be a member of the company, and assuming the calls to have 
been properly made, was by the statute a specialty debtor to the com- 
pany for the calls and the stipulated interest thereon. It was to enforce 
that specialty debt that this action was brought. The balance order was 
made under the provisions of the Companies Act, 1862, which conferred 
upon the court a summary jurisdiction for the purpose of getting in the 
assets of a company in liquidation. It was admitted that this was not an 
exclusive power, and that the liquidator was not bound to have recourse to 
that summary mode of procedure, and, in fact, the court had frequently 
declined to exercise that summary jurisdiction, and had required an action 
to be brought. It was contended that the balance order operated as a 
merger of the debt. It was not technically a merger, because the debt 
was due to the company, and the order was to pay the liquidator. It was 
true that the order might be enforced by fri facias, but it was not an 
order to pay the company. That was, no doubt, a technicality, but there 
was behind it a question of substance. The defendant happened to be 
abroad when the balance order was made, and therefore the order was 
worthless, because such an order could not, under the rules, be served out 
of the jurisdiction. It was said that, because the liquidator had had re- 
course to a cheap and expeditious mode of getting in the debt, he was 
driven to make the best of that remedy, and was precluded 
from pursuing his ordinary remedies. His lordship could not find 
any authority to warrant the propasition that there ever was, in the 
absence of any express enactment, a technical merger when the order 
relied upon as a merger was merely made in exercise of a summary 
jurisdiction conferred by statute. It was said that this order was equiva- 
lent to a judgment, because it was enforceable by fieri facias, but; having 
regard to the language of section 106 of the Companies Act, it was clear 
that it was not equivalent to a judgment for all purposes. That section 
provided that ‘‘any order made by the court in pursuance of this Act 
upon any contributory shall, subject to the provisions herein contained 
for appealing against such order, be conclusive evidence that the moneys, 
if any, thereby appearing to be due or ordered to be paid are due, and all 
other pertinent matters stated in such order are to be taken to be truly 
stated as against all persons and in all proceedings whatsoever, with the 
exception of proceedings taken against the real estate of any deceased 
contributory, in which case such order shall only be primdé facie evidence 
for the purpose of charging his real estate, unless his heirs or devisees 
were on the list of contributories at the time of the order being made.”’ 
Up to a certain point the order might be regarded as a judgment, because 
execution might be levied on it, but in all other respects it was not a 
judgment. It was said that there was an election by the liquidator to 
adopt the statutory remedy, but an election was not conclusive when it 
was made in ignorance of material facts. Bowen, L.J., said that the 
order was not in the nature of a judgment, but it was an order for the 
better collection of the company’s assets. That appeared from the 
language of sections 98, 99, 102, 103, and 106 of the Companies Act, 1862. 
In providing this new remedy the Legislature might have extinguished 
all right to sue in the old way, or it might have provided that of the 
alternative remedies only one should be pursued. But there was nothing 
of that kind in-the Act. The statute had created, in addition to the 
common law right, a summary remedy, subject to the discretion of the 
court to grant it or withhold it, according to the requirements of justice. 
There was, therefore, no merger, and no statutory bar to the action.— 
Fry, L.J., concurred.—Counser, Warmington, Q.C., and Butcher ; Ren- 
shaw, Q.C., and Bramwell Davis. Sowscrrors, Harper § Batteock ; Seat. 





High Court—Chancery .Division. 


Re THE CANADIAN PACIFIC COLONIZATION CORPORATION (LIM.)— 
Stirling, J., 20th June. 


—Apaission or Prooy ror purposes or Votinc—AprEaL Prom sucn Ap- 
MISSION WHERE NO OBJECTION TAKEN AT Megetinc—Companties (WINDING- 
up) Act, 1890, Scuepute I., cLavses 7, 11—Companies (WinDING-vUP) 
Rvtes, 1890, x. 110. 


This was a summons taken out by creditors of the above-named company 
asking that the decision of the official receiver admitting the proof of 
Messrs. W. H. Golds & Co., who claimed to rank as creditors of the said 
company for the sum of £200 4s. at the first meeting of creditors held on the 
25th of March last, might be reversed, and that the prooi might beexpunged. 
The questions arose in this case whether, in the absence of an objection to 
the admission of the proof being taken at the time, any appeal to the court 
would lie, and whether a creditor could vote in respect of an unliquidated 
debt, the proof of which had been so admitted. Messrs. Golds & Co. are 
a firm of accountants, and as such were employed by the company, and 
their claim was for work done and services rendered to the company in 
their capacity of accountants., Objection was taken to the proof on the 
ground (inter alia) that it was a claim for unliquidated da) s and an 
unascertained amount, and that a creditor is not entitled to vote in t 
of a contingent liability: Re Parrott, Ex parte Whittaker (63 L. T. 777), 
Ex parte Ruffe, Re Dummelow (L. R. 8 Ch. 997, 22 W. R. Dig. 32). 
Objection was also taken that the accountants’ bill included work 
done after a winding-up petition had been presented to the court, and 
that, under section 153 of the Companies Act, 1862, such a claim could 
not be upheld: Wreck Recovery and Salvage Co. (29 W. R. 266,15 Ch. D. 
353). Counsel for the official receiver contended that, on the true con- 
struction of clause 11 of the Ist schedule to the Companies (Winding-up) 
Act, 1890, if a creditor does not object to a proof at the meeting he can- 
not afterwards appeal to the court on that proof: Er parte Mark, Re 
Amor (31 W. R. 101, 49 L. T. 356). 

Srraiine, J., said the question here was whether the official receiver 
was wrong in admitting a person to be a creditor, and allowing him to 
vote at the first meeting in respect of the debt claimed by him. The case 
came under two rules of 1890—(1) clause 11 of the Ist schedule to the 
Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890: ‘‘ The chairman of the meeting shall 
have power to admit or reject a proof for the p of voting, but his 
decision shall be subject to appeal to the court” ; and (2) rule 110 of the 
Companies (Winding-up) Rules, 1890: ‘‘The liquidator shall examine 
every proof and the grounds of the debt, and in writing admit or reject 
it, in whole or in part, or require further evidence in support of it.’ His 
lordship assumed, for the purposes of his judgment, that thoserules applied, 
and that the present creditor had the right to take the opinion of the 
court on it. He did not then express a concluded opinion that if objec- 
tion was not taken at the meeting he could aver ; he would assume for 
this purpose that he could. With regard to the unliquidated damages, a 
somewhat similar and difficult clause under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, was 
the subject of decision in Re Dummelow, and the creditor was not allowed 
to prove, because his evidence was defective ; here there was no such de- 
fect ; the creditor could pledge his oath to a particular sum, and there 
could be no doubt that there was a debt of an ascertained amount, and not 
requiring a jury to calculate it. It was a claim for work and labour done 
according to time and scale, a legal debt, and according to the commonest 
form at common law. This did not fall within the prohibition of clause 
7 of the 1st schedule to the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, and the 
liquidator was plainly right in admitting the claim. The 153rd section 
of the Companies Act, 1862, does not include proof for services rendered 
after the winding up, and the case was one in which the claimant was 
entitled to vote. The Wreck Recovery case and Re Wiltshire Iron Co., Ex 
parte Pearson (16 W. R. 386, L. R. 3Ch. 443) shewed this to be a valid con- 
tract, and cne that ought not to be rejected. The claim was one deserving 
further investigation at the hands of the official receiver, and nothing was 
now decided as to the admission of the right to vote at future meetings 
or to share in the dividends. Summons dismissed, with costs.—CovnsgEL, 
Stutfield ; Giffard, Q.C,. and Jason Smith ; Bramwell Davis. Soxxcrrors, 
Nunn §& Popham ; Roscoe § Hincks ; Linklater § Co. 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
Re THE ONWARD BUILDING SOCIETY—22nd June. 


Company—Rieut To TrRansrFER SHARES AFTER WInpINc-vP Onper—Com- 
pantes Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vicr. c. 89), ss. 35, 98, 153. 


This case raised an important question under the Companies Acts as to 
the right of a member to transfer his shares after the date of a winding-up 
order. It came before the court by way of appeal from the decision of the 
judge of the Darlington County Court, who had_ refused an application 
for an order directing the liquidator of the Onward Building Society to place 
on the register of members the name of the applicant, Mr. Broad. The 
society had been ordered to be wound up compulsorily, and the question 
was whether Mr. Broad, who purchased shares after the date of the order, 
was entitled under section 35 of the Companies Act, 1862, to have his 
name substituted in the register for that of his vendor. Though the 
society had been unable to fufil its engagements, the assets turned out to 
be more than sufficient to meet all liabilities, and it appeared that a con- 
siderable surplus would remain for distribution among the members. 
The applicant and others had made large purchases of shares, and were 
desirous of having their names placed on the list of members for the pur- 
pose of securing the most favourable realization of the assets, and of sub- 
mitting, if necessary, their views to the court, under section 91 of the Act, 
upon any matter relating to the winding up. Section 35 of the Com- 
panies Act, 1862, provides that “if the name of any person is without 
sufficient cause entered in or omitted from the registerof members . . 
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company itself, may . + apply for an order of the court that the 
register may be rectified.””. Section 87 enacts that ‘‘ when an order has 
been made for winding up a company under the Act no suit, action, or 
other proceeding shall be proceeded with or commenced against the com- 
pany except with the leave of the court.’’ Section 98 provides that ‘‘as 
soon as may be after making an order for winding up the company the 
court shall settle a list of contributories, with power to rectify the register 
of members in all cases where such rectification is required in pursuance 
of this Act.’? By section 153, ‘‘ where any company is being wound up 
by the court every transfer of shares or alteration in the status 
of the members of the company made between the commencement of the 
winding up and the order for winding up shall, unless the court other- 
wise orders, be void.’’ The county court judge refused to make an order 
under section 35, on the ground that he had no jurisdiction to do so, and 
the applicant appealed. 


Tue Covrt (Lord Corertmsce, C.J., and Matnuew, J.) dismissed the 
appeal. The considered judgment of the court was delivered by Maruew, 
J., who, after stating the facts, continued :—Upon the arguments before 
us it was contended that the statute did not prohibit dealing in shares 
after the winding-up order had been made by the court, and it was urged 
that a buyer would not reap the full benefit of his contract if his name 
did not appear on the register of members, and that under section 35 he 
was entitled as of right to have the register rectified. The case of Rudge 
v. Bowman, L. R. 3 Q. B. 689, was cited in support of the argument for 
the appellant. On the other hand, it was argued for the liquidator that 
although the statute contained no express provision on the subject, the 
intention of the Legislature was clear, that after the order for winding-up 
by the court had been made the provisions of section 35 did not enable a 
member to alter his s/atus as a contributory. It was not disputed that 
under the peculiar circumstances of this case the substitution of one name 
for another on the register would not prejudice the position of creditors. 
But it was pointed out that the case, in which there were assets for dis- 
tribution among contributories, was altogether exceptional, and that, as a 
general rule, an order for winding up involved the payment of calls, 
which under the Act were intended to be borne by those who 
were liable to be placed on the list of contributories at the date 
of the order. Thus section 98 provides as the first duty under the 
order for winding up that a list of contributories should be settled, with 
power to rectify the register in all cases where rectification is required in 
pursuance of the Act, and, this being done, the court is required to order 
the assets to be collected and applied in discharge of liabilities. The 
powers of the liquidator under section 95 are confined to steps taken with 
the sanction of the court for winding up the affairs of the society and 
distributing the assets, and among the acts that he is empowered to do 
0 — is made for alteration of the list of contributories when once 
settled by the court. The learned counsel for the appellant conld point to 
no section except section 35 in support of the application. But it seems 
clear that section 35 is not applicable to transfers after the date of a 
winding-up order made by the court, because it contemplates a proceeding 
instituted without leave of the court against the society, and not 
against the liquidator. But once the order has been made the leave of the 
court would seem to be indispensable under section 87. But it was con- 
tended that no leave was necessary because of the provisions contained in 
section 153. Under the terms of that section it was argued that a transfer 
of shares or alteration in the status of a member between the commence- 
ment of the winding up and the order could only be made with the sanc- 
tion of the court, but after that date, it was said, the sanction of the 
court was not necessary. It followed that section 35 must be con- 
strued to apply toall such subsequent transfers. But it seems to us the true 
meaning of the 153rd section is to permit, with the sanction of the court, 
dispositions of shares for the time specified in the section, and to prohibit 
all subsequent alteration of the status of members or contributories. If 
this be not the true construction, the most inconvenient consequences 
would follow in cases where calls had to be made on contributories. 
There would be no limit to the number of times in which transfers of 
shares might be made in the course of the winding up. It would be diffi- 
cult to say what the position of the parties to such transactions would be, 
and in providing for the liabilities of the society the liquidator would be 
hopelessly embarrassed and delayed. The alteration of the register under 
section 35 might involve most troublescme and expensive inquiry and 
litigation, and as a liquidator who acted properly ought not to be made 
responsible for costs, the expense must be cast on the assets of the society, 
which are already appropriated under the winding-up order to the 
society’s creditors. We have come to the conclusion that the judgment 
of the county court judge was right, and must be affirmed, with costs. 
— dismissed. Leave to appeal granted.—CovunseL, Sir Henry James, 
Q.C., and W. A. Meck ; Seward Brice, Q.C., and Howland Jackson. Soxict- 
tors, Linklater § Co. ; Jackson & Jackson, for Watson, Darlington. 


WOOLFORD’S TRUSTEE v. LEVY—I17th June. 
Action acatnst Suenirr’s Orricer ror Statutory Penatty—‘‘ TAKING oR 
DEMANDING Mongy orn Rewarp’’—Suenrirrs Act, 1887, s. 29. 
This case raised an important question under the Sheriffs Act, 1887. 
The plaintiff in the action was the trustee in bankruptcy of Messrs. 
Woolford & Sons, the defendant being an officer of the Sheriff of London. 


The action was brought to recover the statutory penalty of £200 and | 


damages under the 50 & 51 Vict. c. 55, s. 29, from the defendant for 
having taken or demanded money and reward to which it was alleged 
he was not entitled as a sheriff’s officer, and also for damages for negli- 
gence in the execution of his duties. On July 15, 1889, a writ of fi. fa. 
was issued against the bankrupts for the sum of £615, and a warrant for 
the execution delivered to the defendant, under which he seized the bank- 





rupt’s goods. The defendant continued in possession of the goods until 
October 24, 1889, when a receiving order was made against the bankrupts. 
On October 30, 1889, notice of the receiving order was given to the 
defendant, with an intimation that the official receiver did not require 
delivery of the goods, and that they should be realized. On November 11, 
1889, the goods were sold, and realized £112. On November 26, 1889, an 
account of sale was asked for, and on November 28 an account was 
sent shewing a balance due to the receiver of £1 7s. 1d. On December 2, 
1889, the defendant was asked to bring in his charges for taxation, and 
on January 4, 1890, the plaintiff was appointed trustee in the eT: 
On February 25, 1890, an action was threatened against the defendant, 
and on February 26 the defendant got and sent to the trustee an appoint- 
ment to tax on March 4, 1890. On February 27, 1890, the writ in the 
action was issued. On March 4 the taxation was adjourned, and was not 
finally completed until August 6, 1890, when £72 was disallowed. It was 
contended by the plaintiff that the sale was illegal and had been negli- 
gently conducted, and, further, that the defendant had brought himself 
within the provisions of section 29 of the Sheriffs Act, 1887. 

Cave, J., gave judgment for the defendant. His lordship said that the 
charge of the sale being an illegal sale or a negligent sale had failed. 
There then remained the question of the penalty. It was said that the 
defendant had brought himself within section 29 of the Sheriffs Act, 1887, 
which enacted that any person to whom the execution of a writ was 
intrusted should be liable to punishment if he ‘‘takes or demands any 
money or reward under any pretext whatever other than the fees or sums 
allowed by or in pursuance of this or any other Act.’”? It was clear that 
there had been no taking here of any fee. The defendant had levied, as 
it was his duty to do, and had realized £112. An account was sent in on 
November 28, 1889, but there was no taking until after the taxation had 
been completed, and indeed there was nothing to shew any taking until 
November 8, 1890, when the sheriff made his return. Had there been any 
demanding within the meaning of the section? That depended on 
whether the demand in the section referred to a demand of fees by the 
sheriff as a condition of doing the work he was bound to do, or a claim 
after the work had been done to retain certain of the moneys levied as 
and by way of fees. The present Act was a consolidation Act, and provi- 
sions somewhat similar to those of section 29 appeared to be found in the 
29 Eliz. c. 4 and the 1 Vict. c. 55, s. 3, and it was said in Woodgate v. 
Knatchbull (2 T. R. 148, 153) by counsel arguendo that the mischief intended 
to be remedied by the Act of Elizabeth was the negligence of sheriffs in 
executing process, persons who had recovered judgments being obliged to 
pay money to sheriffs in order to induce them to do their duty properly in 
levying the sums recovered. However this might be, the section was a 
highly penal one, and when the word ‘‘demand”’ might be satisfied by 
holding that it applied to a demand for an extortionate fee as a condition of 
doing the work, it could not be said that the court was contravening the 
Act in holding that it did not apply to a mere claim subject to taxation, 
which it was obvious from the correspondence and from what afterwards 
took place was what was intended here. As, however, the claim made 
Was an outrageous one, the court ought to mark its sense of the defend- 
ant’s conduct by giving him judgment without costs, except such costs as 
he might be entitled to in respect of the issues as to the illegal sale and 
the negligent sale which had been found in his favour.—CovunsEL, Asquith, 
Q.C., and C. J. Edwards ; Cock, Q.C., and Rose Innes. Soxricrtors, Bramall 
§ White; G. E. Lewis. 
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April, 1891. 


Coun- Com- Coun- Com- 
cil. mittee. cil. mittee. 
Mr. Addison ... koa! tae 34 Mr. Morrell... i: ae 31 
» Bristow... ai 10s Sir R. Nicholson eT 1 
», Broomhead - Colton Ss ee i 22 
Fox as a 2 », H. W. Parker a ae 9 
», Budd ae Se 19 . Mr. Pemberton... cag ae 6 
5, Cooper... aod ae 4 » Pennington .» 37 152 
», Cunliffe... ..- 36 145 (SirA. K. Rollitt, M.P. 14 3 
», Dees ti a — Mtr. Roscoe a | 71 
», Ellett wks ie 10 », Saunders ... ek KSEE 10 
», Follett a ae 2 5) Welters .... oor 99 
The Right Hon. H. H. »» Waterhouse . 25 55 
Fowler ... je _ », Williams ... “oe oe 49 
Mr. Frere in ae 6 » Wing ioe -. 13 12 
Dr. Freshfield ... vena | 2 | 5, Bradley ... —_ _— 
Mr. Godden... Oey | 67 | ,, Cooper (Henley) ... 3 1 
», Gregory ... oshin ae 23 | ,, Diver =: — — 
», Hollams ... ne | 6 | ,, Giraud 6 — 
», Howlett ... Soe | 1 | ,, Hawkins — — 
>» munter ... scart oe 85 |Sir T. Martineau 10 — 
» Janson ss sok | a 1 Myr. Meade-King 8 — 
»» Jevons Mee ee -- »> Milne 1 _ 
», Keen Ft ac on 55 »» Shelly _ — 
» Lake hie a ee! 5, Tozer hen a — 
», Laurence ... “ive 3 9 DEyland® ... 9 1 
>, Manisty... a | | 18 », Francis* 4 2 
» Margetts ... facts 4 — Wee 4 — 
», Markby... os 61 33 Woodhouse* 4 a 
»» Marshall ... ion tae 1 * Retired in October. 
» Mills 32 59 


Ook een bee et eb e eae eee Le 


pe wd cd A teed eed 2D bee eee 


feed feed Ud ted __ I 








ot 











THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





_[Vol. 35.) 577 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
ORDER OF TRANSFER. 
Onver or Court. 


Monday, the 22nd day of June, 1891. 

Whereas, from the present state of the business before Mr. Justice 
Chitty, Mr. Justice North, Mr. Justice Stirling, Mr. Justice Kekewich, and 
Mr. Justice Romer respectively, it is expedient that a portion of the causes 
assigned to Mr. Justice Chitty, Mr. Justice North, Mr. Justice Stirling, 
and Mr. Justice Kekewich should, for the purpose only of hearing or of 
trial, be transferred to Mr. Justice Romer ; Now I, the Right Honourable 
Hardinge Stanley, Baron Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the several causes and matters set forth in 
the schedules hereto be accordingly transferred from the said Mr. Justice 
Chitty, Mr. Justice North, Mr. Justice Stirling, and Mr. Justice Kekewich 
to Mr. Justice Romer, for the purpose only of hearing or of trial, and be 
marked in the cause books accordingly. And this order is to be drawn up 
by the registrar and set up in the several offices of the Chancery Division 
of the High Court of Justice. 


FIRST SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Currty. 
1891 


Landseer v Zeffert 1890 L 1,166 Feb 5 

Von Buch v Watson Percival & Churchyard v Von Buch 1890 V_ 394 
Feb 6 

Pechey v Serle 1890 P 1,925 Feb9 

New Wire Wove Roofing Co, ld v Humpage 1890 N 1,349 Feb 11 

Haymen v Cooper 1890 H 1,645 Feb 11 

Clark v Smith 1890 C 1,011 Feb 12 

Carter v Walter 1890 C 4,367 Feb 12 

Ward v Keen 1890 W_ 3,806 Feb 17 

Sutton v Gillings 1890 S 4,665 Feb 20 

Kite v Bell 1891 K 42 Feb 20 

S Kidd & Co, ldv Perry 1891 S 3,038 Feb 24 

Allen v The Clydesdale Bank, 1d 1889 A 1,375 Feb 25 

In re Swain Swain v Bringeman 1890 S 2,707 Feb 27 

BewvGale 1890 B 4,274 March 2 

Webster v Puleston 1889 W 602 March 4 

Meek v Traver 1890 M 1,690 March 5 

Spalding v FitzGeorge 1890 S 3,888 March 7 

Devallé vy Palmer 1891 D 387 March 13 

Green vy Wyatt 1890 G 799 March 13 

Molineux v Gartside 1890 M 3,193 March 20 

Uniacke v Scott Scott v Uniacke 1890 U 831 March 24 

Soppitt v Whiting 1891 S 286 March 25 

Layton v Patent Lithographic Zinc Plate Co, ld 1890 L 2,165 March 26 

In re Aders Meakin v Plimmer 1891 A 211 April 1 

Ellissen v Surrey Machinists Co, 1d Surrey Machinists Co, ld v Ellissen 
1891 E 18 April 2 

Watts v Paynter 1891 W 51 April3 

Sanders v Eaton 1891 S 396 April 3 

Witt v Calderon 1890 W 2,349 April 9 

Hill v Winfield 1890 H 3,926 April 15 

In re Heinrich’s Registered Design and Patents Act motion April 17 

Compton v Bagley 1891 C 253 April 18 

Spence v Schiedweiler 1890 S 2,554 April 21 

Engelhart v Gaydon 1890 E 858 April 22 

Marshall v Glover 1889 M 2,344 1890 A 493 April 22 

Wright v Richmond 1890 W 2,268 April 23 

West India Shipping Co, ld v Callender 1890 W 1,822 April 23 

Thomson v Stewart 1890 T 2,078 April 23 

Hughes Hallett v Kent 1890 H 2,791 April 24 

Nicholson v Eyre 1891 N 759 April 25 

Mappin Bros v Mappin & Webb 1891 M 346 April 28 


SECOND SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Nortu. 
1891 


Attorney-General (at the relation of the Local Board for the District of 
Friern Barnet) v. Vestry of St. James and St. John, Clerkenwell 1890 
A 1,159 Feb 25 

Inre J H Boyce Boyce v England 1890 B 5,351 Feb 26 

at oy v East Riding Club and Race Course Co,]ld 1889 B 3,676 
‘eb 28 

In re Raisbeck Keenlyside v Leefe 1891 R 114 March 5 

The Law Property Assce & Trust Soc v Wilson 1890 L 2,040 March 7 

Pegler v Drake-West 1890 P 2,620 March 12 

In re Coningham Coningham v Coningham 1890 C 2,978 March 18 

Choudens Fils v Lago 1890 C 4,098 March 20 

Vennell vy Meakin 1891 V 19 March 20 

Rothwell vy Abrahams 1891 R 132 March 21 

Universal Stock Exchange, ld v Stevens Stevens v Universal Stock Ex- 
change, ld 1890 U 289 March 26 

In re W Beckett Lyons v Hart 1890 B 1,488 April 1 

Brewers Invest Corpn, 1d vy Rowlands Rowlands v Brewers Invest Corpn, 
ld Bell v Brewers Invest Corpn, ld 1890 B 1,878 April 6 

Willoughby v Kirby 1890 W 3,805 April 13 

Murton v The City Bank, 1d 1890 M 2,954 April 15 

Williams v Williams 1890 W 3,408 April 17 

Day v Gregory 1890 D 1,436 April 18 


London Assocn of Shipowners and Brokers, ld v The London and India 
Docks Joint Committee 1891 L 215 April 21 
Barker v Webber 1890 B_ 6,423 April 23 


THIRD SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Sriuine. 
1890. 


Fritchley v Marshall 1890 F 922 Dec 11 
In re Edgar Edgar v Edgar 1890 E 664 Dec 23 
1891. 


Alexander v Miller 1890 A 1,047 Jan3 

Pearson v Petrovitch 1890 P 1,659 Jan 13 

In re Bridger Jones v Armfield 1890 B 1,296 Jan 15 

Reade v Hall 1890- R 1,038 Jan 16 

Wood v Hamblet 1889 W 3,857 Jan 20 

Earl de la Warr v King 1890 D 1,776 Jan 29 

Schreiner v Bounard 1890 S 513 Jan 30 

Holdsworth &e Co v The Hull, Barnsley, &¢ Ry 1886 H 2,423 1890 
H 2,499 Jan 30 

Freeman v Penn 1890 F 450 Feb 4 

President of St George’s Hospital vy Rumney 1890 S 4,385 Feb6 

Svertchkoff v Huth 1890 S 2,147 Feb6 

Lord de Ramsay v Powell 1890 D 2,103 Feb6 

Brown v Vince 1890 B 1,152 Feb9 

Brown v Brown 1890 B 3,639 Feb 10 

West of England Paper Mills Co, ld, v Gilbert 1889 W 3,113 Feb 12 

Ranson, Bouverie & Co v Whitby 1890 R 1,593 Feb 13 

Inre Cash, Cash v Hancock 1890 C 679 Feb 16 

In re Laurence, Kiddle v Laurence 1890 L 2,530 Feb 16 

Harris v Harris 1890 H 3,393 Feb 19 

Bevan v Webb 1890 B 1,410 Feb 25 

Folkard v Carter, Carter v Folkard 1890 F March 2 

White v Swaine 1890 W 3,017 March 6 

In re Gas Lighting Improvement Co, ld, &¢ adj sums March 6 

Meux vThomas 1090 3,150 March 12 

Nelson v Worssam 1890 N 1,298 March19 

Goodrham vy Goodrham 1890 G 1,953 March 24 

Beddoe v James 1889 B_ 2,855 March 25 

Isaacs v Isaacs action 1890 I 1,457 March 25 


FOURTH SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Kexewicu. 
1891. 
In re Hewit Lawson v Duncan 1890 H 2,567 Jan 20 
Dyke v Rutherford 1890 D 1,664 Jan 23 
Edison & Swan, &c, Co, 1d vy Woodhouse & Rawson United, 1d 1890 E 
426 Jan 24 


1890. 
Smyrke v De Peyer 1890 S 361 July 17 
Provan v Paterson 1886 P 2,931 April 3 

1891. 


Castle vy Stone 1890 C 1,524 Jan 30 

Upton v Natl Mercantile Bank 1890 U 718 Feb 3 
Matthews v Wells 1889 M 2,095 Feb 4 

Perry v White 1890 P 2,513 Feb 6 

Tavner v Martin 1889 T 2,222 Feb6 

Clinch v Clinch Clinch vy Clinch 1890 C 1,135 Feb7 
Cipri v The Metal Recovery Co,1d 1890 C 887 Feb 12 
Mackenzie v Sanders 1890 M 2,738 Feb 13 

Van Henck v Isaacs 1890 V 740 Feb 16 

Hickman v Harris 1888 H 4,230 Feb 16 

McDowell v Sanders 1890 M 2,781 Feb 21 

Dale v Fortescue 1890 D 2,094 Feb 23 

Cowney v Thomson 1889 C 1,576 Feb 24 

Watling v Watling 1890 W 3,395 Feb 24 

Banks v Scovell 1890 B 4,972 March 3 


1890. 
Jope v Pountain 1890 J 40 Aug4 
1891 


Jahncke v R Bell & Co,1ld 1889 J 1,011 March 6 

Mapleson v Lago 1890 M 3,381 March 6 

Williams v Jones 1890 W 1,932 March 13 

Petre v Ferrers 1890 P 2,751 March 16 

Nettlefolds, ld v Reynolds 1890 N 15 March 16 

Nettlefolds, ld v Reynolds 1890 N 809 March 16 

Hazlehurst v Rylands 1890 H 1,193 March 17 

Burdett & Harris v Gorton 1891 B 381 March 17 

Robertson v Robertson 1891 R 309 March 18 

Hall v Hall 1899 H 4,335 March 18 

Driggs Ordnance Co v Driggs Schroeder Ordnance Co, 1d 1890 D 1,883 

March 18 

Falk v Falk 1891 F 131 March 19 

The New Skegby Colliery Co, ld v Dodsley 1890 N 1,042 March 23 

Cowood v Vernon 1890 C 1,143 March 23 

Howell v Broomhead 1890 H 4,245 March 25 

Lane Fox v Kensington, &c, Lighting Co 1890 L 2,713 March 25 

Davey v Hugill 1891 D 315 Apmill 

Kelsey v Hodgkinson 1891 K 129 Aprill 

In re Big Golden Quarry Mining Co, ld parte Newman motn June 12 
Haussvury, C. 

N.B.—The ies concerned in the above causes and matters must be 

ready for trial on and after Monday next, the 29th of June, 1891. 





Tn re Seager West vy Seager 1890 S 3,323 April 20 





N. Warp, Senr. Regr. 
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List of the above actions in the order in which they are to be heard :— 
Fritchley v Marshall act Jahncke v R Bell & Co, 1d act - 
In re Edgar Edgar v Edgar Mapleson v Lago act 

Alexander v Miller act Spalding v FitzGeorge act_ 
Pearson v Petrovitch act Law Property, &c, Society v Wilson 
In re Bridger Jones v Armfield 


act 


act : 
Pegler v Drake- West ~ act 
Meux v Thomas act ~ pes 
Devallé y Palmer mf j —4(4<~ 
Green v Wyatt act -~ 


Yood v Hamblet act 
n re Hewit Lawson v Duncan act 


Dyke v Rutherford Williams v Jones act 
Edison & Swan &c v Woodhouse & | Petre v Ferrers act - 


Co united act 
Earl de la Warr v King 
Smyrke v de Peyer act 


act 
act 


Nettlefolds, ld v Reynolds 
Nettlefolds, ld v Reynolds 
Haztehurst v Rylands” act 


act 


Schreiner v Bonnard act surdett & Harris vy Gorton act 
Holdsworth v Hull, Barnsley, ec Ry | Coningham v Coningham act 

act Robertson v Robertson aco=—-—H 
Provan v Paterson act Hall v Hall act 
Castle v Stone act & mf j Driggs Ordnance Co v Driggs 
Upton v Natl. Mercantile Bk act Schroeder, &c, Co act 
Freeman v Penn act Nelson v Worssam act 
Matthews v Wells act Falk v Falk act 
Landseer v Zeffert act Molineux v Gartside act 

-_ Buch v Watson act Choudens Fils v Lago act 
sident of St Georze’s Hospital v | Vennell v Meakin act 
Rumney act Rothwell vy Abrahams act 


Svertchkoff v Huth act 
Lord de Ramsay v Powell 
Perry v White act 
Turner v Martin act 
Clinch v Clinch act 


New Skegby Colliery Co, Id v 
Dodsley at _—_—>- 

Cowood v Vernon act 

Uniacke vy Scott act 


Goodrham vy Goodrham 


act 


act 


Pechey v Serle act Soppitt v Whiting act 
Brown v Vince act 3eddoe v James act 
Brown v Brown act Isaacs v Isaacs act 


@iew Wire Wove &c Co v Humpage 
act 


Howell v Broomhead act 
Lane-Fox v Kensington, &c, Light- 


Haymen v Cooper act ing Co act 
Clark v Smith act Layton v Patent Lithographic, &c, 
Catz Gee Walter act -——— Co act 
- West of England Paper Mills Cov | Universal Stock Exchange, ld v 
Gilbert act Stevens act 


Ranson Bouverie & Co vy Whitby act 


act 


Inre Aders Meakin v Plummer 
In re Beckett Lyons v Hart 
Davey v Hugill act . 
Kelsey v Hodgkinson act 
Ellissen v Surrey MachinistsCo act 


act 
Cipri (Trading &c) v Metal Recovery 
Co act 


act 


In re Cash Cash v Hancock act Wattsv Paynter act 
In re Laurence Kiddle v Laurence} Sanders v Eaton act 


Brewers’ Investment Cov Rowlands 
act 

Witt v Calderon act 

Willoughby v Kirby 

Hill v Winfield act 

Murton v City Bank, ld _ act 

In re Heinrichs Registered Design, 





act 
Van Henck v Isaacs act 
Hickman v Harris act & m f j 
Ward v Keen = act 
Harris v Harris act 
Sutton v Gillings act 
Kite v Bell act 


act 





f Z, McDowell v Sanders act &e motn 
7 = ae Dale v Fortescue act Williams v Williams act & mf j 
S Kidd & Co, ld v Perry act Compton v Bagley act ' 
Cowney v Thomson act Day v Gregory act 
Watling v Watling act In re Seager “West v Seager act 
Allen v Clydesdale Bank, 1d act Spence v Schiedweiler act 
——~“Attorney-General v Vestry of | London Assocn of Shipowers v Lon- 
Clerkenwell act | don & India Docks Co act 
Bevan v Webb act | Engelhart v Gaydon act 
In re Boyce Boycev England act | Marshall vy Glover act 
In re Swain Swain v Bringeman | Wright v Richmond act 


The West India Shipping 
Callender act =n 

Thomson v Stewart act 

Barker v Webber act 

| Hughes- Hallett v Kent 


act 
Baird v East Riding Club, &c act 
Bew v Gale act 
Folkard v Carter 
Banks v Scovell 


act & m fj 


act act 


Webster v Puleston act | Nicholson v Eyre act & mf j 
Jope v Pountain act | Mappin Bros v Mappin & Webb 


—Meek v Traver act ac 
Newman v The Big Golden Quarry 
Mining Co, ld Motion to be 


treated as trial 


act 

White v Swaine act 

In re The Gas Lighting, &c, Co, ld 
adj sums 


LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Avert Epwarp Carr, solicitor, of Leeds, Pudsey, and Horsforth, 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Carr was admitted a 
solicitor in April, 1885. 

Mr. Ropert Deverevx, solicitor, of 14, Billit-r-street, E.C., has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Devereux was admitted a 
solicitor in February, 1884. 


Mr, Cuantes Eyans, solicitor (of the firm of Spencer, Corbett, & Evans), 


of Cardiff, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Evans was 
admitted a solicitor in March, 1877. 

Mr. Henry Spencer AnprREW Foy, solicitcr, of 14, Clifford’s-inn, Dept- 
ford, and Brockley, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
Foy was admitted a solicitor in April, 1885. 


Mr. Joun Crayrote Heap, M.A., solicitor (of the firm of Heald & Sons), 
of Wigan, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Heald was 
admitted a solicitor in July, 1883. 


™ Mr. Frepertc Wim Harpman, LL.D., solicitor (of the firm of 
Taylor & Hardman), of Deal, has been appointed a Commissioner for 
Oaths. Mr. Hardman was admitted a solicitor in March, 1882. He is 
clerk to the Oourt of Survey. 


Mr. James Hopexrnson, solicitor (of the firm of Balshaw & Hodgkinson), 
of Bolton, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Hodgkinson 
was admitted a solicitor in March, 1885. 

Mr. Hersert Monee, solicitor, of Swansea, Pontardawe, and Morris- 
ton, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Monger was 
admitted a solicitor in December, 1883. 


Mr..THomas Joun Puetps, solicitor (of the firm of Phelps, Margetson, & 
Co.), of 99, Gresham-street, London, has been appointed a Commissioner 
for Oaths. Mr. Phelps was admitted a solicitor in February, 1880. 

Mr. Francis Jonn Tarr, solicitor (of the firm of Clifton, Carter, & Co.), 
of Bristol, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Tarr was 
admitted a solicitor in December, 1884. 





CUANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Disso.uTion. 
Henry Harwoop and Tuomas Francis Wricat, solicitors, Manchester. 
April 15. [ Gazette, June 19. 


GENERAL. 


The Times says that Mr. Hunter, Solicitor to the Post Office, who has 
been seriously ill for some time with pneumonia, resulting from an attack 
of influenza, is now progressing favourably towards recovery. 

On Saturday evening the members of the Northern Circuit entertained 
Mr. Justice Wright and Mr. Justice Henn Collins at a complimentary 
dinner at the Hotel Métropole, in celebration of their recent elevation to 
the bench. Mr. 8. Pope, Q.C., occupied the chair, and about 120 of both 
the past and present members of the circuit assembled. 

The Illustrated London News says that the will of the Right Hon. Sir 
Montague Edward Smith, one of her Majesty’s Privy Council, has been 
proved by Robert Macleane Pauland John Hammett Knott, the executors, 
weeeenet value of the personal estate having been sworn at the sum of 
£238,615 4s. 6d. After giving certain specific legacies, the testator leaves 
the residue of his property among his nephews and nieces. 

The Zimes understands that the old Appeal Court, Lincoln’s-inn (now 
being used by Mr. Justice Wright), will shortly be converted into a 
permanent court, and that it will, as was formerly the case, be used by the 
Lords Justices for the purpose of hearing appeals from the Chancery 
Division. Should this arrangement be carried out, one of the two Appeal 
Courts (probably Court IT.) would be available as an additional court for 
the judges of the Queen’s Bench Division. 

On the 19th inst., upon an adjourned summons in Mr. Justice Keke- 
wich’s paper being called on for hearing, the junior counsel, who was 
alone retained in support of the summons, was not present, and it was 
stated he was actually engaged in another court, whereupon the summons 
next on the paper had to be proceeded with. Mr. Justice Kekewich 
remarked upon the great inconvenience which frequently arose from not 
employing a leading counsel upon adjourned summonses, especially where, 
as often happened, the junior counsel had a large practice, requiring his 
attendance in different courts. When he was practising at the junior bar 
he always took care to have assistance. 

The following are the arrangements made by the judges (Mr. Justice 
A. L. Smith and Mr. Justice Wright) for holding the ensuing summer 
assizes on the Northern Circuit—viz. :—The commissions will be opened at 
Appleby on Wednesday, July 1; at Carlisle on Friday, July 3; at Lan- 
caster on Wednesday, July 8; at Manchester on Monday, July 13; and at 
Liverpool on Saturday, July 25. Civil and criminal business will com- 
mence at Appleby on Thursday, July 2; criminal business will commence 
at Carlisle on Saturday, July 4, and civil business on Monday, July 6. 
Civil and criminal business will commence at Lancaster on Wednesday, 
July 8; at Manchester on Tuesday, July 14; and at Liverpool on Monday, 
July 27, at eleven o’clock, unless otherwise ordered. The trial of special 
jury causes will commence at Lancaster on Thursday, July 9; at Man- 
chester on Thursday, July 16 ; and at Liverpool on Thursday, July 30, at 
the sitting of the court. On the first day at Manchester and Liverpool the 
court will not go beyond the tenth common jury case. “Where a case has 
been settled, immediate notice thereof must be given to the associate by 
the party who entered it. 


On the 18th inst., in the House of Commons, Mr. Darling asked the First 
Lord of the Treasury whether he had observed that, in the Times of Tues- 
day last, it was stated, on the authority of an officer. of the High Court of 
Justice, that it had happened several times lately that a judge had been 
obliged to take holiday because there was nowhere for him to sit, and that 
on Monday last two judges were not sitting at all, and that, had they 
desired to do so, no place could have been found for them in the Royal 
Courts of Justice; and whether the Government would propose such 





structural additions as should make the courts adequate to the require- 
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ments of the judges, or would take appropriate an to reduce the number 
of judges in accordance with the number of the courts? Mr. W. H. 
Smith said: It was so stated in the Times, and there is no doubt that the 
number of courts is insufficient at times under existing arrangements. 
‘The subject will be brought under the attention of the First Commissioner 
of Works. There is no intention of reducing the number of judges. 
Whenever any of the judges sit at the Guildhall under the Act of this 
session, relief will, to that extent, be experienced at the Royal Courts of 
Justice. 

The Daily Telegraph says: ‘‘ It will be remembered that in honour of the 
Queen’s Jubilee, the Maske of Flowers originally presented before 
James I., on the occasion of the marriage of the Earl of Somerset with 
Lady Frances, daughter of the Earl of Suffolk, was revived at Gray’s-inn 
Hall on July 7, 1887, Mr. Arthur 4 Beckett being the able master of the 
revels. In aid of St. Michael’s Convalescent Home at Westgate-on-Sea a 
second revival was, by permission of the benchers and under the patronage 
of the Lord Chancellor, given on Wednesday afternoon in the fine hall of 
the Inner Temple; but to what extent the charity will benefit is just now 
an unknown quantity, for at the last minute a grave difficulty presented 
itself. The Lord Chamberlain had duly issued a dramatic licence, and 
there seemed to be no let or hindrance, when, lo! and _ behold, 
the county council intimated that, as the building had not duly 
been licensed by them, the promoters would have to take 
the consequences. Here, indeed, was a terrible position. A band of 
lawyers, with the Lord Chancellor at their head, were in parlous danger 
of being haled before offended justice. Moreover, 450 guineas’ worth of 
tickets had been disposed of. What was to be done? Alas! there was 
nothing for it but to return the money at the doors as each card of 
admission was presented. The horrified look of Lord Halsbury, who was 
present with Lady Halsbury, when a lady innocently said, ‘'Then I sup- 
pose I had better give my guinea to you,’ conveyed more than a judicial 
rebuke. In order to disappoiut nobody, the entertainment therefore 
became ‘ private theatricals.’ ”’ 





COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or ReGistrars 1n ATTENDANCE ON 


Date Aprrat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
ee No. 2. Cuitry. Norra. 
Monday, June................. 29 Mr. Godfrey Mr. Farmer Mr. Lavie 
Re Leach Rolt Carrington 
Wednesday, ‘July he 1 Godfrey Farmer Lavie 
, | SOE eee Leach Rolt Carrington 
. 2a 3 Godfrey Farmer Lavie 
GPRD scensnrsaschsscesone a Leach Rolt Carrington 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
STIRLING. KEKEWICH. RomeER. 
enter, PE sikvencisssiee 29 Mr. Pugh Mr. Pemberten Mr. Clowes 
(nS hits eR aS 30 Beal Ward Jackson 
on AE aicasisome- 1 Pugh Pemberton Clowes 
Thursday ee Beal Ward Jackson 
Pugh Pemberton Clowes 
Beal Ward Jackson 











WakryInG TO INTENDING House Purcuasrrs & Lessees.—Before purchasing or renting 
a house have the Sanitary arrangements thoroughly examined by an expert from The 
Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Co., 65, opposite Town Hall, Victoria-street, West- 
minster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Gilices, &c.—{[ Apvt. | 


Vanity Fam Carroons.—A few Complete Sets of the Judges that have 
appeared in Vanity Fair to date are still to be had on —_° to the Publisher. 
wns are 36 sets in all. Price, per Set, £2 10s. , 182, Strand, London, 

.C.—[Apvr. 


“ Evxesis.”—A DeticutrvuL, Suave.—No soap, water, or brush required, only a tube of 
A. 8. Lioyd’s Euxesis and a razor. Shaving with ‘ * Buxesis” becomes a pleasure, it 
softens the stiffest beard and leaves the skin cool, smooth, and free from irritation. The 
genuine bears two signatures—*‘ A. 8. Lloyd” in black, and “ Aimée Lloyd” in red ink; 
refuse al! others.—Sold by chemists, perfumers, and stores, or post-free for 1s. 6d. from 
Luoyp & Co., 3, Spur-street, Leicester-square, London,—{ Avvr.] 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
L . Gazette.—Fripay, June 19. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liwirep ty CHANCERY. 

Barry Patent Manure Co, Limrrev—Petn for winding up, presented June 12, directed to 
be heard on June 27. Clarke, Gt St Helen's, petner in person. Notice of appearing 
must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of June 23 

Era Sreamsuip Co, Limrren —Petn for visting up, presented June 10, directed to be heard 
before Stirling, re on Saturday, July 4. Druces & Attlee, Billiter sq, solors for petners. 
Notice of appearing must mien: | the abovenamed not later than 6 o'clock in the after- 
noon of aly 3 

gap oo Linrrep —Creditors are required, on or before June 30, to send their names and 

Faeyr of their debts or claims, to John George Hodgson, Central 





igs, North John st, Liverpool 
mn. xvastagyt Tat Trust, Liuireo—Petn for windi UD, presented June 13, directed to 
be heard on June 27. Saunders & Co, petners’ solors. Notice of 
ap) gene reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the rgny oe of June 25 


Sreritine, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented June 17, directed to be heard on June 
27. Woodeock & Co, Bloomsbury sq. Notice of appearing must ny the abovenamed 
not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of June 26 

Wasnineton Diawonp Mixixe Co, Limt1ep—Petn for winding up, presented June 17, 
directed to be heard on Saturday, June 27. Mitchell, Cannon £ ines ssolor. Notice 
: 4 maine must reach the abovenamed not later t! 6 o’ch in the afternoon of 

une 26 

West Lonpos Crvit. Service Co-orrrative Supepry Srores, Lomrep—Creditors are re- 
quired, on or before July 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 

eir debts or claims, to Reginald Embleton Emson, - Be bldgs, Bast st 


London Gazette.—Turspay, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


Limirep in CaanogRy. : 
Cotuiery Trust Synpicate, Liuirep—Petn for up, presented June 20, directed 








to be heard on July 4. White, New 


Strand, agent for Richards, Swansea, solor for 
petners. Notice Wit, Ney in the abovenamed not not later than 6 o'clock in the 
afternoon of July 3 


Musrratt Braotruers & Huntiey, Linrrep—Creditors are yore on or before July 24, 
to send their names and addresses, 6S r debts or claims, to 
Charles Frederick Finney and Howard Banister, 31, Dales 4 Liverpool. Bateson 
& Co, solors for liquidators 

Russe. Corpyer, & Co, Limrrep—By an order made by North, J, datei June 13, it was 
ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company be continued. Clulow & "Gould, 
Gracechurch st, solors for petner 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Great Daw.ey Fatenpty Society, Unicorn Inn, Little Dawley, Salop. June 19 
NorrixeuaM Femaue Sick Crus Sociery, Vestry, Methodist Chapel, Halifax pl, Notting- 


bam. June 19 
Umion Beyerit Frrenpty Society, Angel Inn, Llansawel, Carmarthen. June 19 





CReDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Turspay, June 9 

Auten, Epwarp Francis, Kepler rd, Clapham, Gent. July is. Sladen & Wing, Dela- 

hay st, Westminster 
ALMonND, WALTER Henrsert, Avondale sq, Old Kent rd, Gent. July 6. Thacker & Co, 

Cheadle, Stoke on Trent 
Arkixson, James, Sheffield, Steel gg July 14. Clegg & Sons, Sh>ffield 
Baker, THomas, Whitley, Kellington, Yorks, Blacksmith. Aug 1. Moxon, Lontefract 
Bray, Eaauanp, Halifax, Grocer. ak 1. Walker, Halifax 


Bray, Tuomas Braxeway, Church Stretton, Salop, Gent. Aug 10. Chester & Co, 
Bedford row 
Carter, Any, Kingston upon Hull, Shopkeeper. July 1. Jacobs & Dixon, Hull 


Canam a Stourbridge, Worcs, Rope Manufacturer. July 21. Harwards & Co, 

tourbri 

Coua, Pestoxsez Rurronsee, Manchester, Commission Agent. July 31. A. & G. W. 
Fox, Manchester 

Daz, Mary Ann, St James’s terr, Paddington. July 8. Saxton & Morgan, Somerset st, 
Portman sq 

Dixon, Hannan, Chatburn. July9. Robinson & Sons, Clitheroe 


Drewe, Francis Epwarp, Sateen, Devon, retired Major General. July 10. 
Buckinghain & Son, Exete: 

ae poeeee, Halifax, Woolstapler. July 21. Boocock, Halifax; and 

s 

Fixcu, Srernes, Baydon, Berks, Yeoman. Augi. Marshall, Devizes, Wilts 

Hansy, Jouy, Rotherham, Grocer. Augi. Oxley & Coward, Rotherham 

Harrovp, Joseru, Great St Helen’s, Merchant. July 31. Munns & Longden, Old Jewry 

Harvey, Witi1am Rose, Cardiff, Gent. July 9. Salmon, Cardiff . 


Hispert, Wit11aM, Cheetham, Manchester, Manufacturing Antisceptic Chemist. July 11. 
Addleshaw & Warburton, Manchester 
Hitt, Maria, Landport, Eating House Keeper. July 20. King, Landport 


Horrmann, Cuances WiLL, Reading, Solicitor. July 18. Cooper & Co, Birchin lane 
Ho.pven, Epwiy, Tuabridge Wells, Poulterer. July 30. Rooke & Sons, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Hueues, Rosert, Birmingham, Gun Manufacturer. July 2). Pointon, Birmingham 


Huster, James Rosiysoy, Fenchurch st, Wine Merchant. Aug 4. Potter & Co, Kingz st, 
‘heapside 
Hurry, Frances Sxacome, Rusholme, Manchester. July 16. Hope, Atherton and Wigan 


Irvine, Exvizasetu Ann, Southend, Essex. July 1. Theobald, Furnival’s inn 
a, SS Ciaup Henry, Adelaide, South Australia, Esq. Sept 30. Clarke & Co, Old 
st 
Jones, W mgan, 13 Wharf, Wharf rd, City rd, Slate Merchant. July 2). Levy, Surreyst 
Stran 


Moony, IsaBe.ia, Portsdown rd, Maida Vale. July 14. Moon & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Morrow, Ex1za, Heath, nr Wakefield. July 18. Harrison & Co, Wakefield 


Muacu, Cuaries Jerom, Figtree ct, Temple, Esq., Barrister at Law. July 6. Crowdy, 
Arundel st, Strand 
Lea, Jonx, Queen Victoria st, Iron Merchant. August1. Lovell, Finsbury square 


Lorp, Heyrierta, Birkenhead. July 11. Reinhardt, Birkenhead 

Loveuroy, Ricuarp pe Wycu, Birmingham, Builder. June 27. Smith, Birmingham 
Powe, Henrietta, Ventnor, 1.W. July 6. Powell & Rogers, Essex st, Strand 
Rees, James, Redhill, Surrey, Surveyor. July 18. Phillips, Redhill 


Reynik, Jucet Curress, Rue Francois Premier, Paris. July 13. Kiazsforl & Co, Essex 
st, Strand 

Rosixson, Henry, late of Gainsborough; Gent. Augi. Iveson & Son, Gainsborough 

Rupsk.., Mary, Beckingham, Notts. Augil. Iveson & Son, Gainsborough 

Suarez, Wituiam Granvitte, Longhope, Glos, Esq. July 31. JE Fox & Co, Arundel 
H Embankment 


ouse, Victoria 
Siupsoy, Joun, Normanton, Yorks, Grocer. July 21. Harrison & Co, Wakefield 


Sioang, Joun Stoane, St John st, Smithfield, Merchant. July 11. Young & Co, 
St Mildred’s ert, Poultry 
Sarrn, ALEXANDER, Oswaldtwistle, Lanes, Blacksmith. July 6. Sprake, Accrington 


Srranae, Mary Ayvg, Elvaston pl, Kensington. July 2). Small, Burton on Treat 
Tay.or, Mary, Heath, nr Wakefield. July 18. Harrison & Co, Wakefield 

Watpren, WitLiAmM Heyry, Worcester, Music Daaler. July 9. Tree, Worcester 

Wa roy, Exizaseru, Sunny Bank, Sheffield. Aug 4. Rodgers & Co, Sheffield 

Watson, Georce Epwarp, Alnwick, Coroner. July 10. Perey, Alnwick 

Wesrsy, Wit.14M, Bolton, Warehouseman. July 16. Hope, Atherton and Wigan 
Wix.iams, Georer, Scorrier House, Cornwall, Esq. July1. Tyacke, Helston 

Wittsoy, Exizasetn, Ventnor, lof W. July 21. Fairbrother, Leadenhall st 
Wivrenny, Joun, Wyke, Birstal, Yorks, Gent. Augi. Emsley & Co, Leeds 
Woopsripce, Witi1aM, Maidenhead, Berks, retired Builder. July 10. Weed, Maidenhead 


London Gazette —Fripay, June 12. 
Baxer, GeorGe, Tavirtock cres, Notting hill, Gent. Aug i. Hortin, Bdgware rd 


Bar.ow, Heynierra, Rutland gate, Hyde pk. July 15. Bowliags & Co, Essex st, Strand 
Birks, Eveanon Saran, Hanley, Staffs, July 15. Mayer, Burslem 

Boysry, Jouy, Chertsey, Surrey, Brickmaker, July 13. Wontner & Sons, Ludgate hill 
Borrerity, Beta, M rket Weighton, Yorks. Augi1. Robson, Pocklington 
Bripawoon, Auice CLarke, Tunstall, Staffs July 31. Llewellyn & Ackrill, Tunstall 
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Bripewoop, Harriet, Tunstall, Staffs. ‘5 uly 31. “Llewellyn & Ackrill, Tunstall 
Barivewoop, Jesse, Tunstall, Staffs, Manufacturer. July 31. Llewellyn & Ackrill, Tun- 


Broapuvrst, Any, Walsall. Augi2. Wilkinson & Co, Walsall 
Burtier, Mary, Ramsbury, Wilts. July 10. Phelps, Ramsbury 
CrasswE.uer, Cuar.es, Barnstaple, Gent. July 4. Harding & Son, Barnstaple 


Crawrorp, BartHotouew, Belvedere, Kent, retired Solicitor’s Clerk. July 6. Bowlings 
& Co, Essex st, Strand 
Drxox, Axx, Hyde, Chester. AugiS. Brownson, Hyde 


Dopps, Waiter, Newcastle upon Tyne, Gent. June 25. Armstrong & Sons, Newcastle 


on 
Ear, Epwarp Frayktry, High st, Acton, Baker. July 23. Brown, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Empsatt, Jox a Brighouse, Yorks, formerly Contractor. Aug 7. Barber & Oliver, 


Forp, Witesam 3 - wane The Boltons, South Kensington, Esq. June 30. Blunt & Lawford, 
Fow er, Wreane a Hewry, Somerset ter, High rd, Tottenham, Draper. July 31. Bartlett 
Bush lane 


Gastox, Exvves Lavista, Burgess Hill, Sussex. July 22. Nield, Monument Station bldgs 
Goppes, Hexry James, Lime st, Solicitor. July 15. Godden & Creeke, Lime st 

Grees, Georce, Newton by Hyde, Chester, Storekeeper. Augi. Brownson, Hyde 
Haut, Mortmesn, Thaxted, Essex. July 12. Treadwell, Queen Victoria st 

Hirwett, Exizasern, Sharnbrook, Beds. July 8. Douglas, Market Harborough 
Ho.mes, Tuomas, Bristol, Wine Merchant. Augi. Harwood & Boutflower, Bristol 

Lez, Jouys Bietsy, Moss Side, nr Manchester, Gent. July 31. A & GW Fox, Manchester 
Moos, Isasetia, Portsdown rd, Maida Vale. July 14. Moon & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Moore, Rosezt Evowarp, Antony, Cornwall, Solicitor. August10. Wilson & Loye, Ply~ 


mouth 
Mvsruts, Saran, Littlehampton, Sussex. July 18. Verrall, Worthing 
Nivex, Roser, St Helen’s place, Merchant. July 21. Bartlett, Bush lane 


Nusx, Lorexzo Nicxsox, Arundel sq, Barnsbury, Barrister at law. July 11. Lidiard & 
Co, Great James st, Bedford row 
Peax™ax, Grace, Spennithorne, nr Bedale, Yorks. October 1. Maughan, Middleham 
Perxixs, Henry Baker, Seville, Spain, Cork Merchant. July 24. Sedgwick & Sharman, 
way, Stratford 
Prxz, Sir Bessaurs Curtty Camppect, Garail, Argyll, K.C.M.G, July 30. Cookson & 
Co, in’s inn fields 


Mascen. Joux, Yews, nr Tickhill, Yorks, Gent. July 8. Saunders & Co, Wath upon 


, nr Rotherham 
Repp1xe, Wituiam, Watney st, Commercial rd, East, Grocer. July 20. Sheffield & Co, 
St Swithin’s lane 
coum yd Exeaxor, Kensington gate, Hyde Park. Augi0. Collisson & Co, Bed- 
row 
Rosertsoy, Hexry Larkixs, Leamington rd Villas, Westbourne Park, General. July 13. 
Cc Furnival’s inn 


Szppisc, Jous Daspo, Oxford st, Architect. July 20. Leefe & Leefe, Quality crt, 


lane 
Suita, Tuomas, Marylands rd, Paddington, Builder. Augi. Hortin, Edgware rd 
SrAstey, Joux, Ashton under Lyne, Gent. July 21. Clayton, Ashton under Lyne 


Srewaat, Hexey Cattery, Wadesmill, Herts, Accountant. Aug1. G & W Webb, Austin- 


Swispes, Jons Bustarp, Chesterfield, Pawnbroker. Augi. Alderson & Co, Sheffield 


Tuomas, Matitpa, Brixton hill. July 16. Frecman & Son, Gutter lane, Cheapside 
Tuoxrsos, Cuagces, Hunslet, Leeds, Cloth Drawer. July 15. Clarke & Son, Leeds 
to, Saran, Waterloo rd North, Wolverhampton. July 28. Flewker & Page, 


Tee, Sees, Alrewas, nr Burton on Trent, Beerhouse Keeper. July 15. Russell, 


Warrt, Joseeu, Burnley rd, Stockwell. July 10. Carr & Martin, Great Tower st 


Warrtise, Recrs ap, York, Colonel Commanding 14th Regimental District at York. July 
& Co, New Broad st 
Wrsox, Esurty Mezie, Wynyatt st, Goswell rd. July 25. Cree & Sons, Gray’s inn sq 


Woopmax, Cuaries Eowarp Souervitte, Eastbourne, Commander R.N. July 11. Cooke 

Waicnt, Hexey, Grundisburgh, Suffolk, Relieving Officer. July 26. Welton, Wood- 

Youse, Gzorce Wittiax Hewer, Pavilion yard, Whitechapel, Gent. July 8. Ward & 
Asplin, Lime st . 
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Avsezy, Mary, Walter rd, Swansea. Angi. Stricks & Bellingham, Swansea 
Bare, Joux, Hanford, Stoke upon Trent, Innkeeper. July 31. Holtom, Stoke upon Trent 


Dawsos, Mary Asx, Hanover terr, Regent’s pk. July 11. Burton & Co, Lincoln’s inn 


field« 
Exuiorr, Tuouas, Uxbridge. July 15. Wills, Uxbridge 
Exiis, Hon Cuasvorte Isanvtia, Eastbourne. Augi. Helmore, Lancaster pl, Strand 
Pinte, Tixotny Keicurey, Leeds, Draper. Angi. Bromet & Sons, Leeds 
Fisneez, Sanan, Pembury rd, Lower Clapton, July 25. Wragg, Gt St Helens 
Frexuas, Ass, Greenbank, Plymouth. July 18. Wilson & Loye, Plymouth 
Forpmam, Heesret, Odsey, Cambs, Brewer. July 21. Fordham, Birmingham 
Poster, Hasxan, Monkwearmouth, Durham. July 25. J.& W.J. Robinson, Sunderland 
Grover, Tuouas, Knowle, Warwick, Builder. July 27. King & Ludlow, Solihull 
Goss, Euna, Braintree, Eexex. Ang i2. Veley & Cunnington, Braintree 
Guvvix, Tuonas, Westbury upon Trym, Bristol, Gent. July 18. Broad & Co, Bristol 
Herries, Haxxan, North Shields. Augi. Adamson, North Shields 


Hicetssox, Jaxx, Warton, nr Carnforth, Lancs. July 6. Sharp & Son, Lancaster 
Hossex, faves, Denmater, July B. Pratt & Hodgkinsons, Newark, and Marsh & Son, 


Sooaate, aw, eae, A, . eae. . —F.. Webster & Styring, Sheffield 
KISS, vROE. GLAS. King enry’s rd v July 15. 
Weldon, Bt Helens pl Ee i ngineer. uly Jacobs & 
Boomueen Saran Aticz. Bootle, nr Liverpool. July 4. Richarda & Mullock, Liverpool 
Jacnsox, Low sxp, Coundon, Durham, Farmer. July 21. Trotter & Co, Bishop Auckland 
wor Jous, Varistield rd, Wandsworth Common, Eaq., LL.D. July 31. Wynne & 
Keranax ig dog “Be a for Consamption, Brompton, Physician. July 23. 


Lew oe Pricer, Lhye 4, Carmarthen, Hon. Col. of Royal Art 
« ni 14 merry bo “ ‘oi Loya! illery Militia. 
gains, Kensington, Merchant. Aug 1. Robinson & Stan- 


Macacrtosn, Vana, Catford, Kent. July 20. TT & E Foord, Philpot | 
Masos, Wittsn Waster, Leeds, Gent, Aug 3. Fouter, Commendal ~ a 


Leeruaes, p amg 


| teaser, Heyry, Kidderminster, Gent. poe 12. aeons Kidderminster 


Mortey, James Batrram, Central Meat Market, Smithfield, Meat Salesman. July 20, 


Bryson & Wells, Basinghall st 
Murrtoy, Mary Ayy, Faversham, Kent. July 27. Aldridge & Co, Bedford row 


Npwso tp, Josern, Bury, Gent. July 1. Openshaw, Bury 
Newcow’ Epwarp Wi tttim, Leavesden viesengn, nr Watford, Herts, Clerk in Holy 


rders. July 12. Wood, Finsbury circu 
Oaxes, Samvet, Widnes, Lancs, Labourer. J -« 18. Peters, Widnes 


Park, Jane, Southport July 25 Morecroft & Co, Liverpool 
Perxixs, Harriet, Tipton, Staffs July 1 Thorne & Haslam, Wolverhampton 
Ruopes, Jane, Addington Manor, nr Winslow, Bucks July 31 Gosnell & Tiernay, 
Finsbury pavement 
Roxsuren, Sir Francis, QC, Westbourne terr, Hyde pk, Judge of County Courts July 28 
Lewin & Co, King st, Whitehall 
SELLWoop, EizaBETH, ‘Axminster, Devon July 31 Forwood, Axminster 


Suaw, Mary, Denby, Derby Sept 29 Wheatcroft, Belper 

Rosine, Se warp, Forton-in-the-Moors, Staffs, Labourer Sept 29 Heaton & fon, 
Burslem 

Srernens, Samvet, Ebley, nr Stroud, Glos, Woollen Cloth Maker Sept 30 Winter- 
botham & Sons, Stroud 

Treresy, ALBERT, Kaukapakapa, Auckland, New Zealand Oct 31 Peake & Co, Bedford 
row 

Witurams, Tuomas Huwpurew, Dolgelley, Merioneth, Esq July 11 Millard, Dolgelley 

Witsox, Henry, Sheffield, Hosier Sept 1 Porrett, Sheffield 

Woop, Joun, Sheffield, Coal Merchant July 16 Branson & Son, Sheffield 
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Axpay, Evan, Pwilypridd, Cardigan, Clerk. Aug1. Smith & Co, Aberystwyth 

Atmonp, WALTER Herbert, Oakdene, Old Kent rd, Gent. July6, Thacker & Co, Cheadle 

Baru, Joun Harvey Jouysoy, Ebury st, Pimlico, Esq. July 17. Gover, Queen st 
Cheapside 

Batt, Jony, Melksham, Wilts, Retired Furniture Dealer. July 25. Smith, Melksham 

BeysrvcrToy, Saran, Northgate st, Bury St Edmunds. July 27. Welton, Woodbridge 

Britis, Rosert Percy, Walton, near Chesterfield, Auctioneer. July 23. Jones & 
Middleton, Chesterfield 

Brett, Mary Any, Bishop’s Stortford, Hertford. July 12. Acklands & Nockolds, 
Bishop’s Stortfod 

Brooks, Jonny, Christchurch rd, Surrey. July 8. Bunker, Union grove, Clapham 

Criaytoy, Lyp1a, Chipping Norton, Oxford. July 30. Wilkins, Chipping Norton 

CotBorneE, James, Wellow, Somerset, Blacksmith. July 11. Timmins, Bath 

Cox, Sipyey, Bromley,Kent. July 18. Dod & Co, Berners st 

Deer, Estty, Harleyford rd, Vauxhall, July 18. Snow & Co, Gt St Thomas Apostle, E.C 

Dent, ee st, Strand, Lead Merchant. July 29. Gillman, Southampton 
st, High Holbo 

| Dummett, Cuartes Hes ry, Inverness terce, Hyde Park, Esj. Aug 15. Davies, Sher- 
borne lane 

| Evays, Joun, Oxford, Caretaker. Augi. Walsh, Oxford 

Fisu, Ricuarp, Denton, Lancaster. July 15. Knight, Manchester 

Fratav, Jacos, Hanover terr, Regent’s pk, Merchant. Auz 5. Emanuel & Co, Walbrook 

Garvey, Joun, Liverpool, Cotton Dealer. July 17. Yates & Johnson, Liverpool 

Gree, Cuarves, Minster Lovell, Oxford, Farmer. Augi. Westell & Son, Witney 

| Guest, Ayn, Bolton, Lancaster. July 13. Ryley, Bolton 

Harper, Tuomas, New Bridge st, Newcastle upon Tyne, Coal Merchant. July 15. Arnott 
& Co, Newcastle upon Tyne 

Hawes, Jouy Mutuirvex, Holland rd, Kensington, Gent. July 20. Gunnell, Godliman st, 
Doctors’ Commons 

Hztmore, Frepericxk Wituiiam, Piccadilly, Coal Merchants. Aug 5. Emanuel & Co, 
Walbroo 

Hipewe t, Exizasetnu, Sharnbrook, Bedford. July 8. Douglas, Market Harborough 

Horuam, Arruvr, Pall Mall, Esq. July 20. Long, Norfolk st, Strand 

Iuper, Jony, Clark st, Stepney, Bu'cher. Augi. Gardner, L2adenhall st 

Kersuaw, James, Oldham, Machine Fitter. July 10. Taylor, Oldham 

Krernay, Major Tuomas, St James’s sq. Augi. Campbell & Co, Warwick st, Regent st 

Kiniick, W11114m, Bishop’s Waltham, Gent. July 31. Gater, Bishop’s Waltham 

Kyicut, Avice, Montagu st, Russell sq. July 25. Valpy & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Law, Coryetius, Manchester, Solicitor. Augi. Innes, Manchester 

Mackrstosn, Euma, Catford, Kent. July 20. Foord, Philpot lane 

ait i = Mary Awsiz Pater, Cambridge grdps, North Kensington. July 31. Neal, 

aime 

Marks, Eowanp, Liverpool. July 17. Levy & Robinson, Liverpool 

Mansa, Evies, Regent rd. July 17. Parkinson & Hess, Liverpool 

McCvutvocn, Joux, Adelaide, South Australia, Squatter. August 5. Bonnin & Glenister, 

elaide 
Pexpitesvry, Witttam Owes, Farnworth, Lancaster, Licensed Victualler. August 30. 
ulton & Co, Bolton 

Pu.irs, Joseru, Great Prescott st, Whitechapel. July 16. Myers, Wormwood st, Old 

Broad st 





Rayer, 4 Witt.iam, Herne Bay, Kent, Draper. June 30. Jones, Herne Bay 
Rayner, + Viscent, Hackney, Licensed Victualler. August 21. Jones & Co, 


Hast 

Rostxsox, Sinem. High st, Marylebone. July 31. Freeman & Son, Gutter lane, Cheap- 
side 

Rovrieper, Joux, Tondu, Glamorgan, Traffic Superintendent July 20. Stockwood, 
gy 

Samuer, Micuar., Warwick rd, Maida Vale, Gent. Aug5. Emanuel & Co, Walbrook 

Sueruvurst, Jonn, Blackrod, Lancaster, Coal Miner. July 24. Peace & Ellis, Wigan 

| Sreep, Cuanves, Sheffield, Silver Finisher. July 27. Rodgers & Co, Sheffield 

ScuumenrieLp, James, Newcastle upon Tyne, Gent. Augl. Joel & Parsons, Newcastle 


upon Tyne 
Trey, Wittiam, Huntspill, Somerset, Gent. July 24. Poole & Son, Bridgwater 
Tinemax, James, Loftus, Farmer, July 23. Jackson & Jackson, Middlesborough 
Tovy, Wit Janes, Edith grove, Fulham rd. Augi. Young & Co, Essex st, Strand 
Vaveuax, Catuenixe, Bromley, Kent, Labourer. July 30. Surr & Co, Abchurch lane 


Wanrnew, Sauvet Grataix, Altrincham, Chester, Grocer, July 18, Cave & Laycock, 
Altrincham 
Watson, Rosyxrr Gatawourny, Stanhope st. July 10, 


Galsworthy, Old Jewry chmbrs 


Weserrvenas, Rev Eowanp, Elton, Lancaster. July 31. Woodcock & Co, Bury 
Wure.vn, Cuancorre, Eccleston sq. July 27. Merriman & Co, Austinfriars 


Witrerr, Casnies Veuna.t, Shoreham, Sussex, Surgeon. July 18. Mills, Chancery lane 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 


London Gazette.—Fripay, June 19. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Acecx, James, Cheltenham, Grocer Cheltenham Pet June ' 


» Ord June 15 

dsmmmeen, i eg k Watter, Hastings, Builder Hast- 
ings Pet May 23 Ord June 13 

ANDERSON, oe Newmaiket, Cambridgeshire, Tailor 


Cambri Pet June 3 Ord June 17 Syiys 
ASHCROFT, ILLIAM, 74, Fleet st, Brewer High Court 
Pet April7 Ord June 16 “ 
Baker, Joun, Eccleshall, Staffordshire, no occupation 


Stafford Pet June 16 Ord June 16 

Bamber, Rosert SrepnHenson, Skegness, Lincolnshire 
Plumber Boston Pet June16 Ord June 16 

Bisnorp, WiLi1am, Ne “— Mon, Saddler Newport, Mon 
Pet June 15 Ord June 15 

Biyrta, Hexry Jonny, Gt Yarmouth, Watchmaker Gt 
Yarmouth Pet June15 Ord June 15 

Bosvet, A., A’p Co, Dashwood house, Old Broad st, Com- 
pany Promoters High Court Pet April 7 Ord 
June 16 

Burson, H. R., Swinton st, Gray’s inn rd, Builder High 
Court Pet April9 Ord June 19 

Carver, Cuaries, Chichester, Coaldealer Brighton Pet 
June 15 Ord June 15 

Currorp, Ricuarp Crompton, Bradford, Artist Bradford 
Pet June 15 Ord June 15 

Cox, Jouy Hawrrey Reon ap, Brighton, Captain Brigh- 
ton Pet, May 30 Ord June 16 

Cressy & Co, Hornsey rd, Brewers High Court Pet May 
29 Ord June 16 

Crort, Orrwet., Hawkshead, Lancs, Licensed Victualler 
Kendal Pet June 15 Ord June 15 

Davies, Joux, New Bond st, Dining house Keeper High 
Court Pet June 15 Ord June 15 

Fioyp, CuarLtes Asnspurnnam, Dagmar terr, Islington, 
Gent High Cowt Pet June 17 Ord June 17 

Hiceirxs, Witiiam, Cheriton, nr Alresford, Hants, no 
occupation Winchester Pet May 6 Ord June 17 

Hixptty, Rosetta, Liverpool, Widow Liverpool Pet 
June 16 Ord June 16 

Hosxine, Ricnarp, Dalton in Furness, Engineer Ulver- 
ston and Barrowin Furness Pet June17 Ord June 17 

Humpuriszs, Tuomas, Bloxwich, Staffs, Licensed Victualler 
Walsall Pet June 16 Ord June 16 

Kxowiman, Cuantes Henry, High rd, Kilburn, Tobac- 
conist High Court Pet Junel5 Ord June 15 

Lewry, Josepn, and James Preston, New Humberstone, 
Leics, Bootmakers Leicester Pet May 30 Ord June 16 

Lowe, Frepericx, Long Eaton, Derbyshire, Lace Opera- 
tive Derby Pet June17 Ord June 17 

Luckett, Freperick, Birmingham, out of business Bir- 
mingham Pet Junei17 Ord June 17 

Matcotm, Messrs., Essex rd, Islington, Printers High 
Court Pet April10 Ord June 13 

Maines, James, Woolwich, Lawn Tennis Manufacturer 
Greenwich Pet Junel1il Ord June 11 

Mayset, Sir Ricuarp, Bart, Ramsgate, no occupation 
High Court Pet May 21 Ord June 17 

Marti, Franx, Wardour, Wilts, Painter Salisbury Pet 
June8 Ord June 16 

Movuntrorp, Samus. Townsuenp, Worcester, Restaurant 
Proprietor Worcester Pet June 16 Ord June 16 

Penrcy, Hersert Georee, and James Vane, Little Queen 

Holborn, Tailors High Court Pet June 16 Ord 

June 16 

Powe ., Cuartes Henry, Birmingham, Baker Birming- 
ham Pet June12 Ord June 16 

Repvixe, Epwarp, Birmingham, Butcher Birmingham 
Pet June 15 Ord June 15 

Ricwarps, Josern, Goldsithney, St Hilary, Cornwall, Grocer 
Truro Tet June5 Ord June 17 

Suaw, Heyry, Roman rd, Old Ford, Ironmonger High 
Court Pet June 16 Ord June 16 

Sincietox, Henry, Tetford, Lincolnshire, Grocer Lincoln 
Pet June 15 Ord June 15 

Sreer, WitiiaM, Gt Grimsby, Fisherman Gt Grimsby Pet 
June 15 Ord June 15 

Sroxes, Tuomas, Alfreton, Derbyshire, Joiner Derby Pet 
Junel6é Ord June 16 

Swary, Arruur, Bath, Plumber Bath Pet June 16 Ord 
June 16 

Tuomas, James, Maesteg, Glamorganshire, Ironmonger 
Cardiff Pet June 15 Ord June 15 

Tuwarres, Harry Apert, Handsworth, Staffordshire, 
Stationer Birmingham Pet June17 Ord June 17 

Tweeva.e, Samvet Joseru, Guildford, Licensed Victualler 
Guilford Pet June 16 Ord June 16 

Waxpsurtox, Joun Lex, Hollingworth, Cheshire, Grocer 
Ashton under Lyne Pet June15 Ord June 15 

Wave, Joux, Blackfriars rd, Pewterer High Court Pet 
June 16 Ord June 16 

Warernouss, Joseru, Oldham, Draper Oldham Pet 
June 16 Ord June 16 

Witsox, Ropertr, Leeds, Boot Manufacturer Leeds Tet 
June 15 Ord June 15 

Yares, Jonn, Kidderminster, Grocer Kidderminster Tet 
June 13 Ord June 13 

Youyxo, Grorar, Gray’s inn rd, Holborn, Leather Seller 
High Court Pet June17 Ord June 17 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Atsor, WittiAM, Maesteg, Glam, Draper Juno 30 at ? 
Ot Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 

Baker, Joun, Kee leshall, Staffs, no occupation June 30 at 
11.30 Off Rec, St Martin’s pl, Stafford 

Bisnor, Winsam, ‘Newport, Mon, Saddler June ne at 12 
or Rec, Gloucester Bank chmbrs, Newport, 

Buiyrn, Hexny Joun, Gt Yarmouth, Watchmaker "Pune 27 
at 12.30 of Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Bowmay, O. A,, Queen Vic oria st July Sat 11 83, Carey 
street, Line ‘oln’s inn fields 

Bnroapway, Sraismunp Anexaxper Wiiaiam Epwanp, 

Lurline gidns, Battereea pk, Physician July 2 at 11,80 

24, Luilway approach, London Bridge 





— Rosert, Redhill, Siew, out of nation June 26 
at 11.30 24, Railway ’ approach, London Bridge 
CiLirForD, Ricuarp CrompTox, ar a June 29 
ati1l Off Rec, 31, Manor row 
Connor, paren Liverpool, Metal Merchant June 30 at 2 
i Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Live: 
| CRALLAN, Wititam Surrn, South ‘Stockton, eae ey 
Furniture Dealer July 1 at 3 Off Rec, 8, Albert road, 
| Middlesborough 
| Dare, Wiiuiam, Cardiff, M tal Sculptor June 30at 
! 11 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 
Evans, Jowy, Coychure h Higher, nr Bridgend, School- 
— July 6 at 10.30 Of Rec, 29, Queen’s st, Car- 





Forks, WittiaAm Tuomas, Great Sete st, Wine Merchant 
July 1 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Foot, Henry Bonn, Glems ord, Suffolk, Silk Manufacturer 
July 8 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s 
inn fields 
Giittarp, Tuomas Peruicx, Advent, nr Camelford, Corn- 
,Farmer June 29 at3 Royal Hotel, Bodmin 
——7 H E, Egerton grds June 30 at 11 Bank- 
ruptey bldgs, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Greennow, Rosert Ratrn, Cardiff, Coal Exporter June 
29at3 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 
Harpw:ck, Joseru Wacer, Manningham, York, Brush 
Manufacturer June 29 at 10.30 Off Rec, 31, Manor 
row, Bradford 
Harpy & Co, W A, Nottingham, Titber Merchants June 
27 at 1 Off Rec, St Peter’s Uhurch walk, Nottingham 
Hecxscuer, Ricuarp, jun, Lombard st, Financial Agent 
June 30at 1 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Lark1y, Epcar ALBERT Coor ER, Hoath, Kent, 
Engineer June 26at10 Off Ree, Canterbury 
Lea, Henry Wricut, Hastings, Lodging house Keeper 
June 29 at1 Young & Son, Bank bidgs, Hastings 
L&EADBEATER, — ulme, La Wat kk 
June 26 at 3 Off Rec, Ogden’s Tan, Bridge st, 
Manchester 
Lewis, Steruen, Cardiff, Coal Merchant June 29 at 2.30 
ff Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 
Masen, JAMES, Darlington, Draper Julylat3 Off Rec, 
8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 
Mason, Evizasetn Svusannan, Midtesberengh, Hair 
Dresser July lat3 Off Ree, 8, Albert rd, Middles- 
borough 
Miiitsayx, W H V, New Bondst July 1 at 1 33, Carey 
st, Lincoln’s inn 
Oaxiey, Joun Green, Walsall, Staffordshire, Horse 
Collar Manufacturer’ July 1 at10,30 Off Ree, Walsall 
Page, Cuartes Frepericx, Norwich, Tobacconist June 
37 at 12 Off Ree, 8, 4 * st, Norwich 
Percivat, James, Grinton, Yorkshire, Miller June 29 at 
11.30 Court house, Northallerton 
Pike, Freperick James, Cardiff, Butcher June 30 at 2.30 
Off Ree, 29, Queen st, Carditf 
Pace, Tuomas, Stockton on Tees, Railway Guard July1 
at3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 
Rivery, Joun Ricnarp, Caledonian;rd, Boot Dealer July 
2ati11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Sansom, Wiiuram, Nottingham, Brushmaker June 26 at 11 
Off Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham 
Sairn, Anprew, and Wa.LrTer Couuier, Aldermanbury, 
i saa July 2 at 12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
tiel 
Swagse, Davip Jenkins, and Resecca Swaess, Bishops- 
gate st Within, Cigar Merchants July 3 at 12 33, 
Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Tuomas, Davip, Liangadock, Carmarthen, Licensed Vic- 
— July 4 at 10.30 Off Rec, 11, Quay st, Carmar- 
en. 
Verner, Ricnarp, Plough rd, New Wandsworth, Egg 
Merchant July 2 at 1 12.30 Court house, Wandsworth 
Wacker, Rosert, Hastings, Insurance Agent June 29 at 
12.30 Young & Son, Bank bldgs, Hastings 
Youne, Roserr Joun, Torrington, Devonshire, Assistant 
Chemist Julylat3 Off , 8, Albert rd, Middles- 
borough 








ADJUDICATIONS. 


Acock, James, Cheltenham, Grocer Cheltenham Pet June 
15 Ord June 15 

Baker, Joun, Eccleshall Staffordshire, no occupation 
Stafford Pet June 16 Ord June 16 

Bamser, Roserr Sreruenson, Skegness, Lincolnshire 
Plumber Boston Pet June 15 Ord June 16 

Beninerixtp, Arruur, Cheapside, Commission Agent 
High Court Pet Jan 21 Ord June 16 

Bituixs, Joseru Epwarp, Hanworth rd, Hounslow, Builder 
Brentford. Pet May 2 Ord June 1 

Bisuor, Wittiam, Newport, Mon, Saddler Newport, Mon 
Pet June 15 Ord June 15 

Burrs, Henry Jonyx, Gt Yarmouth, Watchmaker Gt 
Yarmouth Pet June 15 Ord June 15 

Carver, Cuaries, Chichester, Coaldealer Brighton Pet 
June 15 Ord June 15 

Crorr, Orrweit, Hawkshead, Lancashire, Kdoenend Vie- 
tualler Kendal Pet June 15 Ord June 1 

Davirs, Jounx, Bond st, Dining House Keeper “High Court 
Pet June 15 Ord June 16 

Fouxs, Wittiam Tomas, Gt Tower st, Wine Merchant 
High Court Pet June6é Ord June 16 

Green, James, High Knowles in Lees, Ashton under Lyne, 
Brush Manufacturer Ashton under Lyne Pet June 
11 Ord June 17 

Herworrn, Aurrep, Dewsbury, nen Draper Dews- 
bury Pet June 10 Ord June li 

His, "Gronan, Kingston, Surrey, Tailor Kingston, Surrey 
Pet May 20 Ord June 17 

Hixpiey, Rosrrra, Liverpool, Widow Liverpool Pet 
June 16 Ord June 16 

Hirst, Joux, Dewsbury, out of business Dewsbury Pet 
June 5 Ord June 13 

Hoex, Atrrep Sinnerr, New Malden, Surrey, of no 
occupation Kingston, Surrey Pet Jan 19 Onl 
Feb 18 

Howes, Grorcs Girranp, Littleborough, Lancashire, 
Tailor Oldham Pet May 2 Ord June 16 

— poe k, in the Receiving Order described as A, 
KB. Hughes, Plymouth, Clerk in Holy Orders East 








Stonchouse Pet May 18 Ord June 17 





Jenkins, Jony, hon Fancy Draper Liverpool Pet 
June 3 Ord June 
Kemeie, aan » Egg Merchant Reading Pet . 
June4 Ord eas 3B 
Ksicut, en East Moseley, Surrey, Fishmonger King- 
Pet Jan 19 Ord Feb 18 
LATHAM, joan Sand , Cheshire, Clerk - the Guardian; 
a ay estield Bet Ape 24 24 Ord June 1 —— 
WE, FREDERICK Derbyshire, ce Operative 
Derby Pet June 16 ‘Ord dune 17 
Luckett, Frepenrick, _— of business Bir- 
wi Pet Junel7 Ord J 
Meenz, Frepericx Louis Puiu, Waketed, Pork Butcher 
Wakefield Pet April 15 Ord June 1 
Mounrtrorp, Samvue. Townsnenp, ten Restauran' 
prietor Worcester June 16 Ord June 16 
Newserry, Georeg, Station rd, South Norwood, Auctioneer 
Croydon Pet June 9 Ord June 16 
Pace, Cuartes Frepericx, Norwich, Tobacconist Nor- 
wich Pet June 13 Ord June 13 
Raprorp, Atrrev James, Bury St Edmunds, Butcher 
Bury St Edmunds Pet June6 Ord June 17 
Scupamore, WiL.1am Hvupert, Pontypridd, Butcher Ponty- 
pridd Pet Junell Ord June 15 
Sumrsoy, Jonx, Smallthorne, Staffs, General Farnisher 
Hanl Pet May 29 Ord June 16 
Sincieton, Henry, Tetford, Lines, Grocer Lincoln Pet 
June 15 Ord June 15 
Sresce, James, Halifax, Tailor Halifax Pet June 10 
Ord June 13 
Sreer, Wiciiam, Gt ae Fisherman Gt Grimsby 
Pet June 15 Ord June 
Strokes, Tuomas, Alfreton, Derbyshire, Joiner Derby Pet 
June 16 Ord June 16 
Stusiey, Cuarres Hessey, | Te Yorks, Muller 
Wakefield Pet June4 Ord June 
Sw am & + Bath, Plumber Bith. 1 Pet June 16 Ord 
une 1 
Tuomas, | Sans Maesteg, Glamorganshire, Irommonger 
et June 15 Ord June 15 
Wa pes, Joseru Bexsamis, New Broad st House, City, 
Stock Dealer High Court Pet March 14 Ord 
June 15 
Warsurton, Joun Lez, Hollingworth, Cheshire, Grocer 
Ashton under Lyne PetJunel15 Ord June 17 
Warernuse, Josern, Oldham, Draper Oldham Pet June 
16 Ord June 16 
Wuittey, Exizasetn Jaxe Rorsvcx, Huddersfield, 
Widow Hudderstield Pet Dec 10 Ord June 17 
Wuittey, Joseruus James Rozsucx, Huddersfield, Solici- 
tor Huddersfield Pet Dec 10 Ord June 17 
Witsox, Roszrt, Leeds, Boot Manufacturer Leels Pet 
June 15 Ord June 15 
Yates, Joux, Kidderminster, Grocer Kidderminster Pet 
June 13 Ord June 13 


London Gazette—Turspay, June 23. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
a oe See, Clifton, Gardener Bristol Pet 
Ord June 1 


7, | oe Liverpool, Provision Merchant 
Liverpool Pet June 19 Ord June 19 

Cocxrort, Cuarves, Wingate, Durham, Draper Sunder- 
land Pet June4 Ord June 19 

Cotiiver, Georce Veace, Dornton ri, Balham, Builder 
High Court Ord June 6 

Ones Cuarves, Much Wenlock, Salop, Builder Made- 
ley, Shropshire Pet June 20 Und June 20 

Ecevstarr, Cuarces Frepericx, Bristol, Ironmonger 
Bristol Pet June 16 Ord June 18 

Haut, James, Smethwick, Staffordshire, a ndertaker West 
Bromwich Pet June 19 Ord June 1 

Harrison, Witiiam, Ipswich, Builder Tpswich Pet June 
17 Ord June 17 

Harrsnorne, Marrua, —pamy! Salep, Innkeeper Made- 

a nitigit— ~ eee une 1 

itt, A C, St Stephen's Ba water, Company Promoter 

High Court Pet Feb 23 Ord June 1 

Hoorrr, Josrru, Grange rd, Pat wg “Leather Merchant 

Court June 19 Ord June 2 
Hveaes, Jonx Owes, Dyfiryn Aled, Colwyn Bay, Denbigh- 
re, Builder Bangor Pet June 18 Ora June 18 
JaacGer, Jor Srerr, D Sheftieda Pet 
pril 28 Ord June 18 

Jexxines, Epwarp, Bath, Contractor Bath Pet May 25 
Ord June 19 

Laxe, Witt1am Henry, Leicester, Grocer Leicester Pet 
June 2) Ord June 

Laxevox, Hexry Water Srarey, Paignton, Devon, 
Bootmaker East Stonehouse Pet June is Ord June Is 

Laxavon, Hexry Witiias, High st, Sutton, Lead Mer- 
chant High Court Pet Apnl 13 Ord June 17 

Lawsex, Quixtix You aie Liverpool, Engineer Liverpool 


Pet June 20 Ord J une 20 
achraeth, Anglesey, Draper Bangor 





Micnasi, Jou, Lianfachreth, 
Pet June 5 Ord June 19 
Nictiotas, Frepericx, Throgmorton avenue, no occupation 
High Court Pet May 2 Ord June 19 
Parsons, Cuartes Srer HEN, Walton-on-Thames, Coal 
Merchant Ki Pet June 2) Ord June 20 
Parers, Cuances Janes Panur, Dawlish, Devon, Grocer 
Pung, Cessans, Secpotinn: Sh Teams, 3 reydoa 
1kE, CHARLES, en rm Crey 
Pet June 1S Ord June 18 st 
Reyxoips, Henxay, Exeter, Builder Exeter Pet June 9 
Ord June 19 
Rossrts, Wiiiiam Rovss Byrox, Builth, Brecon, Lodging 
House Keeper Newtown Pet June 20 Ord June 20 
Reuisy, Avrarp Grores, Bristol, Cabinet Maker 
Pet June 19 Ord June 19 
Sxyuovr, Epwaro Henry, Woreester, Sewing Machine 
Factor Worcestershire Pet June 19 Ord June 19 
ee Pere, Boe Lancashire, Labourer Sab 
ford Pet June 2) Ord June 20 
Sraeace, Averny Hexry, Dover, Builder Canterbury Pet 
June 20 Ord June 20 
Swatvsex, Jonx, Ardwick, Masaharten, Licensed Vietualler 
Kendal Pot June 20 Ord June 2 
Swreetine, Rowarn, Gt James st. » pedford row, Soliciter 
High Court Pea Ney 12 Ord June 18 
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Tavurman, Frevericx, Newark upon tere General Dealer 
Pet June 19 Ord June 1 
Tomiissos, Henry Greorce Secerson, Soiiedies Shrop- 
Licensed Victualler Wrexham Pet June 18 

Ord June 18 

Watrtoy, Iveram Watter, Manchester Manchester Pet 
June 1s Ord June 18 

Witsox, Jouxs Henxry, Leeds, Bolt Maker Leeds Pet 
June9 Ord June 19 


The mers = | amended notice is substituted fer that pub- 
ed in the London Gazette, May 1 
Emuersox, Ropert Cuarctes Owen, The Butte, Brentford, 
Middlesex, Lighterman Brentford Pet May 12 Ord 
May 12 
RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 


Hesry, Wittiam, 2, Crosby “4 London, Wine Merchant 
High Court Ord May 15 Rescis June 19 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Acock, James, Cheltenham, Grocer July 2at 11.15 County 
Court bldgs, Cheltenham 
Aspersox, W ome Newmarket, Tailor 
¢, 5, Petty Cury, Cambridge 
ASHLING, Wanstan Tre: ston, Manchester, Joiner June 30 
at ii Off Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham 
Avustix, Witi1aM, Highfield rd, Fulham rd, out of business 
July 7 at 12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Bet, Janes Epwaxp, Leeds, Shopfitter’s Manager 
at1l Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
ar ty Jonx, Dalton in Furness, Boot Dealer July 1 
atl . 16, Cornwailis st, Barrow in Furness 
Sea » Bewd Epw arp, Hanworth row, Hounslow, 
wilder July 2 at 3 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, 
Temple avenne 
Brace, Pace, Fitchett’s crt, Noble st, Manufacturer's 
t July 3at1 33, Carey st, Lincoln’t inn fields 
Carver, Cuaries, Chichester, Coal Dealer at 3 
Off , 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 
Curios, Tuomas, Littlehampton, Sussex, Stationer 
~ 1230 Off Rec, 24, Railway approach, 


July 1at12 Off 


July 1 


June 30 


July 2 
London 


Coiirys, ALFRED, Berkhampsted, Hertfordshire, Plumber 
June 3) at 11.30 1, St Aldate’s, Oxford 

Co.trer, Epwarc, East India Dock rd, Furniture Dealer 
July 7 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Cotwitt, Josatuas, Coldnortheott, Halworthy, Cornwall, 
Bootmaker July 3 at 12 10, Athenzeum terce, Ply- 


mouth 

Coorer, Taomwas Joux, Earl’s Court rd, Manager 
atll 33, Ca st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Coorge, Wittiam Hepoes, Farnborough, Hampshire, For- 
age’ Contractor July 3 at 11.30 21, Railway app, 
London Bridge 

CopLanxp, Wise, Newcastle on Tyne, 
July 1 at 11.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, 


July 7 


House Decorator 
Newcastle on 


CorFiELp, Cuartes, Much Wenlock, Salop, Builder 
7 at 12.30 Count Court Office, Madeley 

Crort, Orrwett, Hawkshead, Lancashire, Licensed Vic- 
tualler July 4at11 Off Rec, 120, Highgate, Kendal 

Darutsc, Rosert, Scarborough, Grocer July 1 at 11.30 
Off Rec, 74, Newborough st, Scarborough 

Dearrixs, Wittiam (sen.), and Wittram Drarris (jun.), 

ne Joiners July lat 2.30 Off Rec, Ogden’s 

cehmbs, Bri st, Manchester 

Davey, THomas Witsos, Kirkton in Lindsey, Lincolnshire, 
= ier July 1 at 12.30 Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, 


Eoetsrarr, Cuartes Feevericx, Bristol, Ironmonger 
July 3.at 1230 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Bristol 

Fare, Witt1am, Cleobury Mortimer, Salop, Licensed 
Victualler July 1 at 1.45 A S Thursfield, solicitor, 
Kidderminster 


July 


Gursey, Cuaries, Great Chapel st, Westminster, Licensed 
Victualler July 3at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Portugal 
st, Lincoln’s inn 

Peaver, Wittrav Hewey, 


Kingston, Hampshire, Grocer 
June Mat3 Off Rec, 
Portsmouth 


Cambridge Junction, High st, 


+ Woodhall, Lincolnshire, 


Fiowen, Grorce Roserr Hex 
Baker J Off "Ree, 31, Silver st, Lin- 


uly 2 at 12.15 

coln 

Geeex, Janes, Knowle 
Brush Manufacturer 
ton 

Harrsnoesr, Martna, Broseley, Salop, Innkeeper 
at 12 County Court office, Madeley 

Herwortn, pasate Dewsbury, Woollen Draper 
at3 Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 

Hiss, Groner, Kingston, Surrey, Tailor 
24, Kailway app, London Bridge 

Hispter, Rosetta, Liverpool July 2 at 3 
Victoria st, | 


in Lees, Ashton under Lyne, 
July 9 at 12.15 Townhall, Ash- 


June ®» 

June % at 12.30 

Off Rec, 35, 

ive 

Hoerett, Geonrce Hexny, Curtain rJ, Bedding Manufac- 
turer July Zat2@) 45, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Hosxixe, Rican, Dalton in Furne«, Engineer July 1 at 
12.20 Off Ree, 16, Cornwallis at. Barrow i in Farness 

Hos«ise, Sacan Axx, Beverley, Yorkshire, Milliner June 
Matiz Off Rec, Trinity House lane, Hull 


Hrones, Jonx Owes, Dyffryn Aled, Colwyn Bay, Denbigh- 
Builder 


re, July Zati1w 

Fe — Wit1a, Oldham, Coal Merchant July 2 at 3 
WM Kec, I Priory chmbrs«, Union st, Oldham 
auanas Jous, Reading, Keg Merchant June # at 3 

Ree, %, Temple chants, Temple avenne 
Ksowtnas, Cuaries Hesxuy, High rd, Kilburn, Tobac- 

contest July Zati 2, Carey st, Lincoln's inn field« 
Lewis, Josern, and Jauce Pavetox, Leicester, Boot 

| nee Jane Matiz Off Rec, #, Friar lane, 


Licester 
Lown, Farounicx, Long Katon, Derbyshire, Lace Opera- 
tive uly 1 at 2.20 Off Rec, & James's chbrs, Derby 
er 4 Peaxx, Wardour, Wiltshire, Painter 


Court house, Bangor 


Off 


vary 
Merson, Waste Groin, Glossop, Derbyshire, Confer 
July 9 at124%) Townhall, Ashton under Lyne 
Merenets, Wiitsan, Plymouth, Painter July Zat ii 10, 
At ter, Piymomth 
Moons, Teonatent x Cusenes, Ot Waltham, 


Essex, Plamber 


July 7 | 





| 


| 


| 


| 
| 
| 


July 1 at 3 | 


Loxvox, 


June 30 at 12 Off Rec, 95, Temple chbrs, Templ® 
avenue, E.C, 

Movuntrorp, Saumur, Tow ee Worcester, Restaurant 
Proprietor July 3 at 3.30 Off Rec, Worcester 

Nay or, James Dawson, Aldingham, nr Ulverston, Lanca- 
shire, Farmer July 1 at 10.30 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis 
st, Barrow in Furness 

Otu1s, Grorer, Kingwood Hill, Gloucestershire, Tailor 
July 1 at 12.30 Off Ree, Bank chbrs, Bristo 

Parvett, Epwarp Wiiu1Am, Chester, no occupation July 
lat12 Off Rec, Crypt chmbrs, Chester 

Perers, Cuaries James Puttir, Dawlish, Devonshire, 
Grocer July 2at12 Off Rec, ord circus, Exeter 

Powett, CuHartes Henry, Birmingham, Baker July 3 at 
12 25, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Reppixe, Epwarp, Birmingham, Butcher July 3 at 1 25, 
Colmore row, Birmingham 

Savace, Anprew Ervest, Manchester, Broker July 1 at 3 
Off Rec, Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

SAVAGE, HERBE rt, Yorktown, Camberley, Surrey, Stationer 
July 3 at 12.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 


Ss ti Ww Huser yaa ridd, Butcher July 
oe MO” Of Han. | eed ve | SunpERLAND, Rovanp Forster, Wheatley; nr Halifax, 


2at12 Off Rec, rhe iF he 

Sixcietoy, Henry, Tetfo | Grocer July 2 
at 12.30 Off Ree, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 

SyowpDon, 





| 


Tuomas Jous, North Shields, Manufacturing | 


Confectioner July 1 at 11.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, New- | 


castle on Tyne 


Sreer, Witt1aM, Gt Grimsby, Fisherman July 1 at 10.30 | 


Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 

STOKES, Tuomas, Alfr ton, Derbyshire, Joiner 
2.30 Off Rec, St James’s chbrs, Der 

Swat, Arravur, Bath, 
Bank chbrs, Bristol 

WARBURTON, 
July 9 at 12.45 Townhall, Ashton-under-Lyne 

Waker, Henry, Handsworth, Staffs, Engineer 
11 25, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Warp, Water Antuoyy, Old st, St Luke’s, Furniture 
Dealer July 6at1 33, Carey st, Lincoln's inn fields 

Wassett, Georce, Cowfold, Sussex, Brickmaker 
at 12 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Warternovuse, Josern, Oldham, Draper July 1 at 3 Off 
tee, Priory chbrs, Union st, Oldham 

Yates, Joux, Kidderminster, me Julylat2 AS 
Thursfield, solor, Kiddermi 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ANDERSON, Wici1am, Newmarket, Tailor Cambridge Pet 

June 2 Ord June 18 
3ARNES, + Minn y Arruur LisToy, hea Yorks 

on Tees Pet Jan31 Ord June 1 

Currrorp, Ricuarp Cromproy, Bradford, Artist Bradford 
Pet June 15 Ord June 20 

Correy, Rosa Exizasetu, Ipswich, China Dealer Ipswich 
Pet May 30 Ord June 19 

Co.itrss, Atrreo, Berkhamsted, Herts, Plumber 
bury Pet June10 Ord June 19 

Coox, Tuomas, Barrow on Soar, Leics, 
Pet May 29 Ord June 18 

CorrieLp, Cuaries, Much Wenlock, Salop, Builder Made- 
ley PetJune 20 Ord June 20 

Dvuttox, Magta, Ellesmere Port, Cheshire, Grocer Birken- 
head Receiving Order made under section 103, Bank- 
ruptecy Act, 1883, dated June 9 June 70 

Ecetstarr, Cuartes Freperick, Bristol, 
Bristol Pet June16 Ord June 19 

Greananue, A H E, Egerton gdns High Court Pet Jan 20 
Ord June 19 

Haraisox, Wititam, Ipswich, Builder Ipswich 
17 Ord June 17 

Hartsnorse, Martua, Broseley, Salop, Innkeeper Made- 
ey Pet June19 Ord June 19 

Hooper, Joseru, Grange rd, Bermondsey, Leather Mer- 
chant High Court PetJune19 Ord June 20 

Hveues, 
shire, Builder Bangor Pet June17 Ord June 18 

Jarvis, Epuusp, Bitterne, Hampshire, Baker Southampton 
Pet May 25 Ord June 19 

Jevvrey, Samuet, Wrexham, Denbighshire, out of business 

Wrexham Pet June9 Ord June 18 

y»woewan, Coarces Hesry, High rd, Kilburn, Tobacconist 

High Court Pet June 15 Ord June 17 

Laxopos, Hexry Warter Srarex, Paignton, Devonshire, 
Bootmaker East Stonehouse Pet June17 Ord June 18 

Maccares, Perer, and Wittiam Joun Patrrersoys, Man- 
chester, Warehousemen Manchester Pet May 27 Ord 
June 19 

McKenzie, Avexanper, Uderhill, High Barnet, Potato 
Salesman High Court Pet May7 Ord June 18 

Matcoum, Hewry, and Hereert Maccoim, Essex rd, 
Islington, Printers High Court Pet April 10 Ord 
June 18 

Mexcnuvuisn, Avice, Langley, nr Maidstone, 

Maidstone Pet June4 Ord June 19 

exnemm, Eanxest, Albert-gate, Middlesex, Merchant 

High Court Pet May11 Ord June 18 

Parsoss, Cnances Srernex, Walton on Thames, Coal 
Merchant Kingston, Surrey Pet Juue 2) Ord June 
20 

Peacy, Herserr Groner, and Janes Vane, Pentonville rd, 
Islington; Shepherd’s place, Kennington; Little 
Queen st, Holborn; Tailors High Cout Pet June 16 
Ord June 18 


Stockton 


Ayles- 


Joiner Leicester 


Ironmonger 


Pet June 


Kx« 


Schoolmistress 


Or 


| Tomiixsoy, 
June 30 at | 


Plumber July oy at 12 Off Rec, 
Jousx Leer, Hollingworth, Cheshire, Grocer | 
July 2 at | 
Youna, 


June 30 | 


| Emmerson, 


| Jane 30.—Messrs. Daiver & Co., at the Mart, 


Jous Owen, Dyffryn Aled, Colwyn Bay, Denbigh- | 





Perers, CHARLES JAMES 6m Dawlish, Devonshire, 
Grocer Exeter Pet June18 Ord June 18 

Pixs, Cuarves, Beckenham rd, Penge, Draper Croydon 
Pet Juneis Ord June 18 

Ricuarps, JOSEPH, Goldsithney, St Hilary, 
Grocer Truro Pet June5 Ord June 18 

River a Joun Ricuarp, Debodeelon rd, Retail Boot Dealer 

Court Pet May 20 Ord June 20 

Ross, ee James Gorvoy, Drapers’ grdns, Throgmorton 

avenue High Court Pet Feb 20 ‘Ord June 18 


Coruwall, 


| Rumuey, Atrrep Grorae, Bristol, Cabinet Maker Bristol 


Pet June 19 Ord June 20 : 
SavaceE, Hersert, Yorktown, Camberley, Surrey, Stationer 
Guildford Pet May 26 Ord June 18 
Seymour, Epwarp Henry, Worcester, Sewing Machine 
Factor Worcester Pet June 19 Ord June 19 
Suaw, Heyry, Roman rd, Old Ford, Ironmonger High 
Court Pet June 16 Ord June 20 
Swirn, Arruur Beysamrx, Cheltenham, 
Cheltenham Pet Oct 17 Ord June 19 
SomERVILLE, Peer, Eccles, Lancashire, Labourer 
Pet June 19 Ord June 20 


out of business 


Salford 


Electrical Works Manager Halifax Pet June6 Ord 
June 13 

Swarnson, Joun, Manchester, Licensed Victualler Kendal 
Pet June 12 Ord June 20 

TuurMAN, Freperick, Newark upon Trent, General Dealer 
Nottingham Pet June 19 Ord June 19 

Hesxry Grorce Secerson, Oswestry, Shrop- 
shire, Licensed Victualler Wrexham Pet June 18 
Ord June 18 

Trask, James J., Fairwood, Westbury, Wiltshire 
Pet May 26 Ord June 19 

Watrtoy, Incuam Water, Manchester 
June 18 Ord June 18 

Warp, Water Antuony, Old st, St Luke’s, Furniture 
Dealer High Court Pet April 27 Ord June 18 

GeorGe Tuomas, Gray’s inn rd, Holborn, Leather 

Seller High Court Pet June17 Ord June 20 


Frome 


Manchester Pet 


The following amended notice is substituted for that 
publ lished in the London Gazette of May 22. 

Rosert Cuaries Owen, The Butts, Brentford, 

Lighterman Brentford Pet May 12 Ord May 20 


BANKRUPTCY ANNULLED. 
Ripeat, CHarLes Freperickx, Woburn place, Clerk High 
Court Adjud March 29, 1888 Annul June 17 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 

E.C., at 2 
o'clock, Freehold on and Estates (see advertise- 
ment, this week, p. 583) 

July 1.-Messrs. CHARLES & Tusss, at the Mart, E.C., at 2 
o'clock, Freehold Ground-rents (see advertisement, June 
13, p. 553 

July 1. -Messrs Desennam, Tewsoys, Farmer, & Briva- 
WATER, at the Mart, E.C., at 2 o'clock, Freehold Proper- 
ties and Estates (see advertisement, June 6, p. 6). 

July 1.—Messrs. Eowin Fox & Bousrieip, at the Mart, 
E.C., at 2 o'clock, Absolute Reversion and Corporation 
ag see advertisement, this week, p. 583; also June 
20, p. 

July bi Ww. A. Biakemore, Esq., at the Mart, E.C., at 12 
forlo be Absolute Reversion (see advertisement, this 
week, p. £ 

July Yok * ml Futter, Horsey, Sons, & Casset, at the 
Mart, E.C., at 2 o’clock, Freehold and Leasehold Property 
(see advertisement, this week, p. 583). 

July 2.—Messrs. C. C. & T. Moone, at the Mart, E.C., at 2 
o'clock, Leasehold and Freehold Houses (see advertise- 
ment, June 6, p. 12). 

July 2.—Messrs. Tewson, Farmer, & Baipawarer, at the 
Mart, E.C., at 2 o’clock, Freehold Properties (see adver- 
tisement, June 6, pp. 6 and 7). 

July 3.—Messrs. Cuartes & Tusss, at the Hand Hotel, 
Littlestone-on-Sea, Freehold Building Land (see adver- 
tisement, June 13, p. 553). 

July 3.—Messrs. Exvris & Son, at the Mart, E.C., at 2 
o'clock, Leasehold Investments (see advertisement, this 
week, p. 584). 
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PROBATE VALUATIONS 


OF 


JEWELS AND SILVER PLATE, &c. 


SPINK & SON, Gotpsmirus AND 
E.C., beg respectfully to announce 


SILVERSMITHS, 


1 any 2, Gracecnuncu-srreztT, CornNHILL, 


that they ACCURATELY APP a the above for the 
Leos Proression or runcnuasy the same for cash if desired. 


Established 1772. 


Under the patronage of H.M. The Queen and U.S.H. Prince Louis of Battenberg, KCB. 








